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Foreword

This Ninth Annual Report to the Congress on the implementation of the Education
of the Handicapped Act (ERA) continues our reporting on the progress made since
passage of the original legislation in 1975. This report, in order to be responsive
to the additional data reporting requirements established by the Congress in the
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983, P.L. 98-199, provides a
new and more detailed statistical description of our national efforts to educate
handicapped children and youth. In addition, the Congress required that a
description of Our compliance monitoring activities and findings be included in
this Annual Report Finally, the Amendments of 1983 included a number of
reporting requirements related to our discretionary programs._ The result_ _01._ these
additional reporting requirements is a significantly more detailed profile of the
status and condition of national efforts to provide all handicapped children a f%e
appropriate public education. Information on the 1985-86 school year is
presented.

The information in this report clearly attests to strong Federal, State, and local
programmatic and fiscal commitments, and the efforts of schools and_parents to
develop new partnerships in the education of handicapped children. This report
documents differences among States in the special education and related services
prov;ded students within the framework of the EHA. There are variations in the
number of preschool handicapped children receiving special education and related
services, the settings in which elementary and secondary aged children with
handicaps receive special education, and in how and when children with handicaps
leave school. Our Federal initiatives as presented in this report address some of
the issues underlying this variability.

This report includes examples of Federal and State efforts which have advanced
our knowledge and understanding; developed new approaches and models for
improving instruction, learning, and the delivery of special education and related
services; and strengthened_ our national capacity to enhance the quality of
education for all handicapped children. These efforts by Federal and State
agencies, direct service providers, institutions of higher education, and parents
provide the basis for significantly advancing current practice in order that all
children with handicaps are provided the educational opportunities necessary to
lead fulfilling and independent lives.

Madeleine Will
Assistant Secretary,

Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitive Services



Section 618(f)(1) of Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA-
B) (20 U.S.C. 1401, 1411 ei sea,) requires the Secretary to transmit to Congress
an annual report that describes the progress being made in implementing the Act.
This is the ninth annual report that has been prepared to provide Congress with a
continuing description of our Nation's progress in providing a free appropriate
public education for all handicapped children.

Each chapter describes one of the four purposes of the Act as established by
Section 60I(c) of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA). These four
purposes are (1) to assure that all handicapped children receive a free appropriate
public education, (2) to assure that the rights of handicapped children and their
parents or guardians are protected, (3) to assist States and localities to provide
for the education of all handicapped children, and (4) to assess and assure the
effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children.

The information presented in this report was obtained from several sources.
National statistics on numbers of children receiving special education and related
services, numbers of handicapped children receiving special education in_ various
settings, and numbers of school personnel available and needed to provide such
services are reported annually to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
by the States. The EHA-B child count information is based on the number of
handicapped children receiving special education and related services on December
1, 1985. The remainder of the information on settings and personnel was provided
for school year 1984-85.

OSEP's monitoring visits to the States during school years 1984-85 and 1985-
86 have provided additional national data on the progress of implementation. The
reporting requirements established under the Education of the Handicapped Act
Amendments of 1983, P.L. 98-199, and those of 1986, P.L. 99-457, have yielded a
substantial amount of descriptive information on discretionary programs. This
information includes: the evaluation of discretionary programs incorporated in
Chapter_ III; the extensive descriptive and tabular information _from the
Handicapped Children's Early Education Program, including a eross,agency analysis
of services pro vided through other programs at national, State, and local levels
(Appendix D); and information from special studies designed to describe, analyze,
and disseminate findings on the progress being made to implement EHA-B.
Chapter III also includes a report on Federal, State, and local expenditures.

The appendices also contain the annual reports to Congress specified by Part
F, Section 653, on the Media and Materials Centers, and a current reconciliation
of data on the Deaf-Blind population.
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Mcecutive Summary

This Ninth Annual Report to Conaress examines the progress being made to
implement the requirements mandated by the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA), P.L. 94-142, and its subsequent amendments. The purposes of the Act, as
stated in Section 601 (c), are

(1) to assure that all handicapped children have available to
them a free appropriate public education,

(2) to assure that the rights of handicapped children and their
parents are protected,

(3) to assist States and localities to provide for the education of
all handicapped children, and

(4) to assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts to educate
handicapped children.

This report provides a detailed description for the 1985-86 school year of
the activities undertaken to implement the Act and an assessment of the impact
and effectiveness of its requirements. The following sections provide brief
summaries of the information presented in the body of this report.

deals-Receiving a Free Anaronlia-te-P-ttblic Education

NUMber-of-Students Served

The States reported that 4,370,244 handicapped children received special
education and related services under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act - State Operated Programs (ECIA (SOP)) and EHA-B during
school year 198546. Only about 7,000 more students were served in 1985-86 than
had been served in 198445. This is the smallest annual increase in the number
of handicapped children and youth receiving special education and related services
since the enactment of P.L. 94-142. As a percentage of school enrollment, the
number of handicapped children served decreased slightly between 198435 and
1985-86 from 11.19 percent to 10.97 percent; this was the first decrease in the
proportion served since child count data have been collected from the States.

The proportion of children served by age group under EHA-B did not change
markedly between 1984-85 and 1985-86. Children aged 6 through 11 represented
48 percent of students receiving special education and related services under
EHA-B, students aged 12 through 17 represented 41 percent. The number of
students aged three through five served represented 6.3 percent of students
receiving special education and related services. The number of 18 to 21 year
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olds served under EHA-B has continued to increase at a greater rate than the
overall 3 through 21 year old handicapped population. Between 1984-85 and 1985-
86, the number of 18 to 21 year old students receiving special education and
related services increased 2.2 percent, from 2.6 to 4.8 percent; the increase for
the all students served under EHA-B was 0.2 percent. Children aged three to five
represented about 6 percent of the students served, an increase of .6 percent.

In 1985-86, all States reported the number of children and youth served
under EHA-B by individual age years. The number of children served increased
steadily from age three to eight. The number served peaked at age 8 and slowly
declined from there until age 14 when there was a slight increase. At age 15,
the number of children served decreased rapidly as handicapped youth began to
leave school.

When the proportion of students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and
EHA-B is examined by irandicapping condition, some chances are observed from
the previous school year. Learning disabled children presently account for 42.8
percent of all children receiving special education and related services. The
number of children reported as learning disabled grew only 1.8 percent over the
last 2 years. The number of children reported as mentally retarded decreased by
4.4 percent; currently, mentally retarded children account for 15.7_percent of all
handicapped children served. Emotionally disturbed children account for 8.6
percent of the students served; the number of children classified as emotionally
disturbed increased 1.0 percent over the past 2 years.

Hard of hearing and deaf children account for 1.6 percent of the
handicapped students served while visually handicapped and deaf-blind children
taeh account for less than 1 percent of the population. The number of children
categorized as hard of hearing and deaf, and the number of visually handicapped
students each decreased by 4 percent from 1984-85 to 1985-86 while the number
of deaf-blind children increased by 7.0 percent over the same period.
Multihandicapped students constitute 2.1 percent of the students served; this wasan increase of 25 percent in the number of children served over the number'
served in 1984=85.

Related-Services Received

Information was reported by the States for the first time on the number of
related services received by handicapped children during the 198445 school year.Nearly 5.8 million related services were provided to the 4.4million handicapped
children and youth who received special education and_ related services.
Transportation was the most prevalent related service provided with over I million
students receiving this service. Diagnostic services and psychological servicet
were each provided to about three=fourths of a million students. The number of
related SerVices provided to students varied depending on the severity of the
handicapping condition. For example,_an average of more than 10 related sorViceswas provided to each deaf-blind student while speech or language impaired
children received an average of one related service for each child counted.

xvi
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During the 1984-83 school year, the majority of handicapped children
received special education and related services in settings with nonhandicapped
students. Nearly 27 percent received special education in regular classes, 42
percent received services in resource rooms, and nearly 24 percent were placed in

. . . . .separate classes within regular education buildings. Significant variation in
placement patterns existed among the various handicapping conditions. For
example, while most learning disabled and speech or language impaired students
were served in regular classes or resource rooms, over 50 percent of mentally
retarded students were placed in separate classes.

PerSonnel Employed and Needed

States reported that the number of special education teachers employed
increased between 1983-84 and 1984-85. Adjusting for the differences in reporting
requirements for these years, the number of special educators increased from
268,629 to 274,519, an increase of 2 percent compared with a 0.5 percent increase
in the number of students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B
during the same period.

Categories of special educators that increased included teachers of the
mentally retarded, learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, multihandicapped,
speech impaired, hard of hearing and deaf, and other health impaired. Categories
that decreased were teachers of the orthopedically impaired, the visually
handicapped, and the deaf-blind.

States and Insular Aieas reported that 22,852 additional teachers were
needed to fill vacancies and replace uncertified staff. The categories of special
education teachers reported by States as the most needed paralleled the relative
prevalence of handicapping conditions. States reported that the greatest
proportional increase needed was for teachers to serve learning disabled, mentally
retarded, emotionally disturbed, and speech or language impaired students. These
four categories accounted for 84 percent of all teachers needed and 93 percent of
students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-3.

The number of personnel other than special educators employed in 1984-85
was 219,737. This represented an increase of 7 percent over _the count reported
in 1983-84. States reported an increase of 8,144 staff other than special
educators was needed to filL vacancies and replace uncertified staff. In
proportion to the number of personnel employed, physical therapists and
occupational therapists were the most needed personnel, followed by SEA
supervisors and administrators.

xvii 19



The_Number of Handtcapoed
You_th Who Exited

Data on handicapped students exiting from school was collected for the
1984-85 school year and is reported for the first time in this report. A total of
212,000 handicapped students 16 years and older were reported to have exited the
educational system. Of this total, 39 percent graduated with a diploma, _15
percent graduated with a certificate of completion, 4 percent reached the
maximum age for services, 21 percent dropped out, and 18 percent either left for
othcr reasons or the reason for exit was unknown. Though significant variation
existed among States, these data demonstrate that a large number of handicapped
youth received diplomas. The drop-out rate was significant particularly for the
emotionally disturbed population who have a drop-out rate of 29 percent.

Anticipated Services

Under the 1983 Amendments to EHA, OSEP is providing data to Congress for
the first time on the services students exiting the educational system are
anticipated to need in the following school year. Based on the responses from 50
States and Insular Areas, approximately 461,000 transitional services were
anticipated to be needed in 1985-86. The largest number of services needed were
vocational/training services followed by counseling/guidance and vocational
placement services. The type of services anticipated to be needed differed greatly
by handicapping condition. States reported 34,751 students needing no services.

Comparing these data with the data on the number of students exiting the
educational system, about two services were found to be anticipated per student.
Not unexpectedly, the learning disabled and speech impaired students needed the
fewest services per pupil, about one per student. The deaf=blind and
multihandicapped students were believed to need the most transitional services per
pupil, 7 and 6, respectively. For all of the exiting students, about one-third were
anticipated to need counseling and guidance, vocational/training services, and
vocational placement. About one quarter were in need of evaluation for
vocational rehabilitation services.

While these data were largely estimated by the States, they provide the first
nationwide information concerning services that adult service agencies will need
to provide to exiting students.

Services in Need of Improvemen

The number of children and h with handicaps_needing improved services
were reported for the 1984-85 I year by 51 States and Insular Areas.
Almost 450,000 students were reported as needing improved services. Of the total
number of students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B in 1984-85,
12.3 percent were in need of improved services. Learning disabled and speech or
language impaired students were least likely to need improved services while the
severely handicapped were most in need of improved services. When the data on
children needing improved services by age group is compared to the EHA-B child



count by age group, the 18 to 21 year old age group was most in need of
improved services followed by the three to five year old age group.

The number of States indicating a need for various types of improved
services were:

instructional programs - 43 States;
vocational education - 42 States;
assessment - 34 States;
instructional settings - 32 States;
evaluation - 27 States; and
physical education programs - 23 States.

The related services most frequently indicated as needing improvement included
physical therapy (39 States), occupational therapy (37 States), psychological
services (33 States), and parent/training (32 States).

Several areas of concern were evident in the descriptions provided by the
States of the specific improvements needed for special education programs and
services. These areas of improvement were personnel training and availability;
preschool programs; transitional programs; programs for specifis: handicapping
conditions; evaluation and assessment; rural special education; and interagency
cooperation.

Th-lmolementation of Key Provisions of the Act
AssurinR the Rights of HandicaoDed Children

The key provisions of EHA provided an unprecedented opportunity for
parents and schools to join together in a partnership to plan, implement and
evaluate educational programs for children with handicaps Since the enactment
of EHA there has been a steady expansion of parent and disability organizations
and coalitions; these groups provide the_knowledge, skills, and support necessary
for parents to participate as full partners with schools in their children's
education. National information networks have been established with Federal
funding to support these efforts and to provide families and students with
information on programs and services. As parents over the last 10 years have
assumed their rights and opportunities under EHA-B, they have worked extensively
to create ef fective partnerships with_ their children's schools. This experience has
been characterized by significant variability in the willingness and capacity of
schools and parents to cooperatively identify, address, and resolve the needs of
children with handicaps. While the due process requirements of EHA have been
implemented and provide a means for resolving disputes between schools and
parents, unanticipated fiscal and personal costs have sometimes resulted.
Consequently, State and local educational agencies have established supplementary
opportunities such as mediation prior to due process hearings to enable schools
and parents to resolve disputes in a less costly manner.



Flandicaooed Children

Entitlement and Discretionary Monies

Federal, State and local use of entitlement and discretionary monies
authorized under EHA have resulted in developing effective models and approaches
for addressing the complex program and service needs associated with early
intervention, preschool programs, integration of regular and special education
services, and provision of transitional services. These advances have the potential
for significantly improving current practice. The continuing challenge is to
hasten the transfer of these models and approaches to teacher training and direct
service programs.

Exoenditures

The 1984-85 annual data reports included a data requirement, mandated by
Section 618 of the EHA Amendments of 1983, that States report funds expended
for special education and related services during school year 1982-83; these funds
expended were to be all costs associated with providing special education and
related services to handicapped children and youth that are above and beyond the
costs of providing regukr education programs to nonhandicapped students.

For 1982-83, the States and Insular Areas reported spending almost $12
billion dollars on special education and related services. About 8.5 percent of
these monies were attributed to Federal SOUTCCS, about 54 percent to State
sources and about 38 percent to local sources. Approximately 60 percent of the
total was expended for special education programs; 40 percent was expended for
related services. Per_pupil expenditures for all children served under Chapter 1
of ECIA and EHA-B, ranged from $679 to $5,970. The average per pupil
expenditure was $2,788.

Federal sources funded between L2 percent and 75 percent of total
expenditures for special education and 2 to 66 percent for related services.
According to data pr.)vided by 39 States, expenditures from State sources for
special education ranged from 24 percent to about 88 percent, and expenditures
for related services ranged from about 12 percent to 86 percent Responses from
these States indicated that expenditures from local sources for special education
ranged between 4 and 66 percent; for related services, the range was from 4 to
79 percent
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ff forts-to-Assess-and-Assure the Effectiveness of Programs-
Edutatina Handicapped Children

Federal and State efforts to monitor compliance with statutes, regulations,
and administrative policies governing the education of handicapped children are
characterized by improvements in the precision and continuity of their procedures.
Federal monitoring efforts have been strengthened by integrating a wider and
more extensive base of State information for reviewing not only the substance butalso the outcomes associated with specific policies, State educational agencies arecontinuing to expand their monitoring efforts to assure continuous oversight ofStatewide implementation of EHA-B. This_ progression from intermittent tocontinuous monitoring is evidenced in the SEAs' increased use of informationobtained from local applications, complaint management systems, due processhearings, annual data reports, on-site visits, and public comment for purposes ofassessing and assuring compliance. While the State educational agencies continueto enhance the overall effectiveness of their monitoring procedures, the generalsupervision requirements persist as a significant challenge. Federal, State, andlocal efforts to assess the impact and effectiveness of programs and servicesprovided tc children with handicaps is evidenced in their program evaluationactivities. These evaluation activities are increasingly drawing attention to schooland pupil performance, and the findings are being utilized for both programimprovement as well as to better establish school and student accountability.
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Students Receiving a Elsw Appropriate
Public Education

The first of four purposes established by Part B of the Education of the
Handicapped Act (EHA-B) is "to assure that all handicapped children have
available to them_ a free appropriate public education which emphasizes special
education and related services designed to meet their unique needs" (Sec. 60I(c)).
Since school year 1976-77, States have reported the number of handicapped
children receiving special education and related services by handicapping condition
and age range. This information has helped to determine the extent to which the
nation's handicapped children are receiving a free appropriate public education in
accordance with the Act.

The enactment of the EHA Amendments in 1983 changed the EHA State
reporting requirements. Prior to that child count information was reported by
States for age groups three through five, six through 17, and 18 through 21. In
school year 1984-85, States were required to report child count information for
age groups three through five, six through 11, 12 through 17, and 18 through 21.
These data were summarized in the 1986 Congressional Report. Beginning withthe 1985-86 school year data for discrete ages, three-year-olds, four-year-olds,
etc., _wet,: required to be reported by States. This chapter discusses these data
along with the count of handicapped children under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP); this
is a count of children birth to 20 years of age.

This chapter also summarizes data that have been submitted by States since
the enactment of P.L. 94-142 that include numbers of personnel employed and
needed in the delivery of special education and related services and data on theeducational placements of handicapped students, e.g., resource rooms, self-contained special classes, residential facilities, etc. Over the years these
personnel data have assisted in understanding personnel shortages and determining
the nation's success in reiponding to these needs. Continuing shortages confirm
the importance of consistent collection of data. Data on placements of
handicapped children are critical for describing the primary educational settings inwhich students are served, for examining the implementation of the least
restrictive environment requirements, and for assessing State variation in the useof various placement alternatives. The placement information presented for the
1984-85 school year, while consistent with that collected in previous years,reflects revisions to the data. As a result of these revisions, the data now
collected are improved over that available in previous reports. The data are not
d:rectly comparable, however, so some analyses discussed in previous reports, i.e.,
year-to-year changes in data, are not included in this report. To facilitate
interpretation of these revised data submissions from States, OSEP asked each
State to describe methods and procedures used in reporting this information. In
the discussions that follow, explanations received from the States are used to
assist in understanding the data.



The EHA Amendments mandated other State reporting requirements of EHA.
These new data are displayed far the first time in this report and are discussed
in this chapteL Demand for these data has been substantial. Among these new
requirements are data on handicapped youth exiting school and anticipated
services required by these youth, information on special education and related
services in need of improvement, and numbers of handicapped children and youth
receiving related services. The information on handicapped youth exiting the
educational system and anticipated services required by these youth will permit an
analysis of the comparative graduation rates among the States and an evaluation
of the severity of the dropout problem among handicapped youth; it will also
faCilitate planning by adult service agencies for transition services; The data on
programs and services in need of improvement will be useful in helping direct
State and Federal resources to meeting critical needs; Information on numbers of
children rcc,eiving various related services is critical to understanding who is
receiving services and in what magnitude.

Many States did not have data systems in place to collect and provide data
for the new requirements of EHA for 1984-85. States were permitted to use
estimates for 198445 in providing these data. While these data seem to be
reasonable and interpretable, very little is known about the level of precision of
the State's estimates. In general, the individual States appear to have a
significant interest in the data; therefore, the precision of these data is likely to
improve considerably over the next few years. Beginning with the 1985-86 data,
which will be reported next year, OSEP, working with the States, has improved
the definitions and instructions for the data collection form. During the 1986-87
school year, OSEP will be working directly with States to improve data collection
procedures and to attempt to ensure greater consistency from State to State in
the nature of the data they collect and report.

wu.41

States reported 4,370,244 handicapped children were receiving special
education and related services under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act - State Operated Programs (ECIA (SOP)) and EHA-B during
school year 1985-86. This number was approximately 0.2 percent higher than the
4,363,031 handicapped children counted by the States and Insular Areas for the
198445 school year. As shown in Table 1, there has been an increase in the
number of children served under both laws since 1976-77; the cumulative growth
in the number of handicapped children counted from school year 1976-77 to 1985-
86 was 661,331, an increase of 17.8 percent. Increases in the number of
handicapped chi!dren served have been smaller each year since the 198041 school
year; the increase over the past 2 years has been the smalles? year-to-year
change thus far. (See Appendix Table EA8.)

Variation among States in the number of handicapped students receiving
special education and related services, he wever, is high. Thirty States and Insular
Areas reported increases in the number of handicapped children served under



TABLE 1

Number and Change in Number of Children Aged Three to 21 Years
Counted Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B

from School Year 1976-77 to 1985-86

School Year

Percent Change
in Total Number
Served from

Previous Year Total Served EHA-B
ECIA
(SOP)

1985-86 0.2 4,370,244 4,121,104 249,140

198445 03 4,362,968 4,113,31* 249,245

1983=84 1.0 44341,399 4,094,108 247,291

1982-83 1.5 4,298,327 4,052,595 245,732

1981-82 1.3 4,233,282 3,9904346 242,936

198041 33 4,177,689 3,933,981 243,708

1979-80 3.0 440264219 3,802,475 233,744

1978-79 3.8 3,919,073 3,693,593 2254480

1977-78 1.8 3,777,286 3,554,554 222,732

1976-77 -- 3,708,913 3,4854088 223,825

Beginning in 198445, the number of handicapped children reportedreflects revisions to State data received by the Office of Special
Education Programs following the July 1 grant award date, and
includes revisions received by October I. Previous reports provided
data as of the grant award date.



Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B between 198445 and 1985-86, while 26
States and Insular Areas reported a decline in the total number of handicapped
children. As a percentage of school enrollment, the number of handicapped
children served decreased slightly between 1984-85 and 1985-86; this was the first
decrease in the proportion served since child count data have been collected from
the States. (See Table 2) The number of States in which the proportion of
students served increased between 1984-85 and 1985-86 was 22, while in 26 States
and the District of Columbia the proportion decreased and in two States the
proportion remained constant. (See Figure 1.)

Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP), 249,140 students were served in 1985-86;
this was a decrease of 579 students or 0.2 percent from 1984-85. The largest
proportion of these students were mentally retarded (35.6 percent), followed by
emotionally disturbed pupils (17.5 percent). (See Table 3.)

Table 4 shows the number of children served under EHA-B by age range for
1984-85 and 1985-86. In both years, children aged six through 11 were the
largest group of special education students served. In 1985-86, there were
1,966,104 special education students in this age group, representing 47.7 percent
of stunts receiving special education under EHA-B. The second largest group of
special education students was those aged 12 through 17. There were 1,697,393
handicapped students aged 12 through 17, representing 41.2 percent of students
receiving special education under EHA-B. The number of students aged six
through 11 increased by 0.6 percent between 1984-85 and 1985-86, while the
number of students aged 12 through 17 decreased 0.5 percent over the same
period.

In 1985-86, a total of 196,676 students between 18 and 21 yearas of age
received special education services- this was 4.8 percent of students receiving
special education under EHA-B. The largest proportion of these students were
learning _disabled (41.0 percent) and mentally retarded (37.6 percent). From 1978=
79 (the first year a separate count of 18- to 21-year-olds was collected) to 1985-
86, the number of 18- to 21-year-o1ds served under EHA-B increased by 92
percent. From 1984-85 to 1985-86 there was an increase of 2.2 percent in the
number of 18- to 21-year-old students served.

The number of students aged three through five served increased 0.6 percent
from 259,483 students in 1984-85 to 260,931 in 1985-86. In 29 States and Insular
Areas the number served increased, while in 26 the number served decreased. For
198546, this number represented 6.3 percent of students receivirg special
education under EHA-B. The number of students aged three through five served
under EHA-B has increased 33 percent from 196,223 Studentt in 1976-77.



TABLE 2

Percentage of School_ Enrollment Served as Handicapped,
by Handicapping Condition, for the 50 States

and the District of Columbia
During School Years 1976-77, 1984-85, and 1985=86 Al

Handicapping Condition 1976=77 1984-85 1985-86

Learning Disabkd L79 4.72 4.73
Speech or Language Impaired 2.84 2.90 2.86
Mentally Retarded 2.16 1.84 1;68
Emationally Disturbed 0.64 0;96 0.95
Other Health Impaired 0.32 0:18 0.17
MultihandicappedW i L 0.18 0.22
Hard of Heating and Deaf 020 0.18 0.14
Orthopedically Ithpaired 0.20 0.15 0.14
Visually Handicapped 0.09 0.08 0.07
Deaf-Blindbi 0.01 0.01

Total 8.24 11.19 10.97

The percentages represent children from birth to age 20 served
under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and children aged three to 21
years old served under EHA=13 as a percentage of the students
enrolled in prekindergarten through grade 12.

pi Data for theSe categories were not collected in 1976=77.
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Figure 1. Change In Proportion of Children Served Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)
and EHA-B Between Schaol Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Increased

ElDecreased

NOTES: Number of children served is a percent of the students enrolled in fall, 1985
(pre-kindergarten- grade 12).

The proportion of handicapped children reported did not change for Indiana and Nevada.

No enrollment data were available for the Insular Areas.
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TABLE 3

Number of Students Served Under Chapter 1
of ECIA (SOP) by Handicapping Condition

During School Years 1976-77,
1984-85, and 1985-86

Handicapping Condition 1976-77

School Year

1984=85 1985-86

Learning DisabledW ; 23,018 24,748Speech or Language ImpairedW
= 18,704 21,346Mentally Retarded 131,487 95,108 88,593Emotionally Disturbed 30,378 42,799 43,717Hard of Hearing and Deaf 27,522 23,149 21,960

MultiliandicappedW _ 17,717 20,408Orthopedically Impaired 8,425 11,324 10,960Other Health Impaired 16,095 7,269 7,607Visually Handicapped 9,925 9,626 8,575Deaf-BlindW ; 1,005 1,226

All Conditions 223,832 249,719 249,140

Data were not collected for these conditions in 1976-77.

TABLE 4

Number and Percent Change in Number of Children
Served Under EHA-B

During School Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Number Perce;:Age Group 1984-85 1985=86 Change Change

3-5 259,483 260,931 1,448 0.6
6-11 1,954,664 1,966,104 11,440 0.6

12-17 1,706,727 1,697,393 =9,334 -03
18=21 192,438 196,676 4,238 2.2

3-21 4,113,312 4,121,104 7,792 0.2



Data are not yet available for the 1985-86 school year on the number of
students birth to two years old served by the States, but for 1984-85, a total of
51 States and Insular Areas reported 36,533 handicapped children from birth
through two years of age receiving early special education. (See Appendix Table
EAU))

In 1985-86, all States reported the number of children and youth served
under EHA-B by individual age_years. The additional information allows for more
detailed analysis of the handicapped population being served. The patterns of
service by handicapping condition and individual age year are discussed below.

Handicaoqing Condition and Individual Ae Year

Figure 2 depicts the age distribution of all handicapped children and youth
aged three through 21 served under_EHA-B during the 1985-86 school year. As
can be seen in this figure, the number of children served rose with the increase
in age from three to eight, as students entered the school system and began to
receive services. The number served peaked at age eight and slowly declined
from there until age 14, when there was a slight increase. At age 15, the number
of children served decreased rapidly as handicapped youth began to leave school.

Number of Learning Disabled Children Counted

Learning disabled children presently account for 42.8 percent of all children
served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B. The number of children
reported as learning disabled grew only '1.8 percent over the last 2 years,
increasing from_ 1,839,292 in 1984-85 to 14872,339 in 1985-86. The number of
States and Insular Areas in which the number of learning disabled students
increased between these years was 37, while the number decreased in 18 States
and Insular Areas.

Examining the individual age year data for 1985-86, the number of three-,
four-, and fivo=year-olds served by EHA-B increased at a constant rate. The
number of learning disabled students served increased significantly with the
increase inage from six through 11, while the number of learning disabled
students aged 11 through 15 remained fairly constant. After age 15 (as stu:!ents
began to leave the school system), the number of learning disabled students
decreased.

1:71M_WIL hil r n unt

Speech or language 1impaired children currently account for 25.8 percent of
the handicapped population served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B.
The number of children reported as speech or language impaired decreased slightly
(OA percent) from 1,129,417 in 1984-85 to 1,128,471 in 1985-86. For 28 States and
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Figure 2. Number -of Handicapped Children Served Under EHA-B During
the 1985-86 School Year by individual Age Year
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Insular Areas this number increased; for 28 it decreased. The number of speech
or language impaired children has decreased every year since 1976-77 when
1,302,666 students were reported served.

The number of speech or language impaired students served under EHA-B
increased dramatically during 1985-86 with the increase in age from age three
through seven as students entered the school system and were identified as having
speech or language problems. It appears that because students with speech or
language problems are identified and served early, and because many of the
students' problems are resolved, the number of speech or1 language impaired
students older than age seven served in 1985-86 decreased sharply.

Number of Mentally iketarded Children Counted

Mentally retarded children currently account for 15.7 percent of the children
from birth through 20 years old served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and
children -three through 21 served under EHA-B. The number of children reported
as mentally retarded decreased by 44 percent, from 717,785 in 1984-85 to 686,077
in 1985-86. For 12 States and Insular Areas this number increased; for 44 States
and Insular Areas it decreased. In 1976-77 there were 969,547 mentally retarded
children; 26 percent fewer students were reported as mentally retarded in 1985-86
than in 1976-77.

In_ 1985-86, the number of mentally retarded students servcd under ERA-B
increased steadily with the increase, in age from ages three to 15. But the trend
reversed, and the number of mentally retarded students served after age 15
decreased. One hypothesized reason for the increase in number of children served
through age 15 is that 10 years ago, as EHA-B was first being implemented, the
students who are now aged 15 were just entering the school system. Initially
these_ first students were identified as _mentally retarded. _ As services expanded
and became more comprehensive, it is possible that many of the students who in
earlier years might have been labeled mentally retarded were classified and
received services under other handicapping conditions.

Number of_Emotionallv Disturbed Children_Counted

Emotionally disturbed children currently account for 8.6 percent of the
handicapped population served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B. The
number of ehildren reported as emotionally disturbed grew 1.0 percent, increasing
from 373,207 in 1984-85 to 376,943 in 1985-86. For 39 States and Insular Areas
this number increased, while for 17 it decreased. The number of emotionally
disturbed children has increased 33.2 percent since 1976-77.

The number of students classified as emotionally disturbed under EHA-B rose
with the increase in age from ages six to 15. The number of emotionally
disturbed children served after age 15 decreased sharply, most probably due to
students exiting the school system. As discussed in a subsequent section, large
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proportions of emotionally disturbed students drop out of school beginning at age
16.

N n_p_itarALEsirsIALlicajAg,tmijkatilailiaapslicupgs6ajumsaritgsi
Hard of hearing and deaf children_currently account for 1.6 percent of the

handicapped population served under _Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA=13, While
visually handicapped and deaf-blind children each account for less than 1 percent
of the population._ The number of children categorized as hard of hearing and
deaf and the number of visually handicapped students each decreased by 4 percent
from 1984-85 to 1985-86. The number of deaf=blind children increased 7.0 percent
from 1,992 children in 1984-85 to 2,132 children in 1985-86.

The trend in the ages and numbers of children_served under EHA-B was
similar for both hard of heari tg and deaf children and for visually handicapped
children. The number of children served increased with the increase in age from
three to six as students entered the school system. The number of students with
these handicapping conditions served remained fairly constant for those children
aged seven through 17. At the age of 18, when students leave school, the
numbers of students served decreased.

The trend in the number of deaf-blind students served under EHA-B was
similar to those of the numbers of_ the hard of hearing and deaf children and
visually handicapped children: once the children had been identified as deaf-
blind, their numbers stayed fairly constant. ThiS is undoubtedly duc to the fact
that_there have been no new rubella epidemics. The deaf-blind children were
identified and began to receive services at an earlier age (age three) than the
hard of hearing and deaf children, and visually handicapped children; and the
number of deaf=blind students remained constant as they continued to require
services after students with other handicapping conditions had left the school
system (through age 21).

Number of CfiilAren-cvi-t-h-Other-Han_clicaooing
ConditionS-Qmtzt

Multihandicapped_ students constituted 2.1 percent Of the handicapped
population served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA=B in 1985-86, while
orthopedically_ impaired iand other health imPaired Students constituted 1.4 And 1.3
percent; respectively._ The number Of children counted as multihandicapped under
both Chapter 1 of ECIA-(SOP) and EHA=B has increased 25 percent from 71,780
children in 1984=85 to 89,701 children in 1985-86. For 33 States and Insular
Areas there was _an increaSe in this count pf children served. !ft 20 States_ and
Insular Areas this count decreased; The number of multihandicapped students
served has grown 76.8 Percent since information first became available on thiS
condition in 1978-79. The number of orthopedically impaired _students served
under both laws increased 03 percent from 58,835 studentt in 1984-85 to 59,000
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students in 1985-86. The number of other health impaired students served under
both laws declined 15.9 percent from 69,118 students in 1984-85 to 58,142 students
in 1985-86.

The trends of orthopedically impaired, other ;alth impaired, and
multihandicappcd students by individual age year terved _nder EliA=13 in 1985-86
Were quite timilar. For each of these handicapping conditions-,_ it appears that the
nuMber of children served grew with _the_ increase in age from three _to seven as
students_ were_identified; The number of orthopedically impaired and other health
impaired students served decreased slightly from ages eight through 12 and
increased from ages 13 to 15, while the number of multihandicapped ttudents
decreased.

Related Services Received

The Department is concerned_i about the consistency of data reported on
related servicet, and its overall utility to the Federal Government; as we:ghed
agaititt the btirden placed on States and localities by its_ collection. The
DenartMent Will be reviewing alternatives _that would provide _useful, reliable
information on related _services_ while_ being_less_burdensome for States and school
districts; Given the concern about the consistency of these data, the reader it
advised to exercise caution in using the information reported below.

States were asked to record the number of handicapped children receiVing
related services in the _1984-85 school year, _,They were instructed to record each
:elated service received by handicapped children based on the Child and Youth
Counts of October: 1, Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP), and of December I; EFIA-8; That
is, the number_ of related services reported is a diaPlicated count of _students
because the ehildren frequently receive more than one related service; :(Appendix
Table EN it a tninitiary of the number of handicapped children receiving related
Servitet for all handicapping conditions by State.)

States reported that the total duplicated count of handicapped childrer aged
three to 21 receiving related services was 5,797,160. The children receiving the
most related services were those with learning disabilities; 2,040,658 services Were
provided for the learning disabled. (See Table 5 ) Since the lerning ditabled
account for approximately half _of the students served as handicapped; thete
figures are expected. The second greatest number of services 1,241,052 Went to
the mentally retarded. Third were_the speech or language impaired children with
966,832 servitet;_ and fourth were the emotionally disturbed; with 707;979 services.
The ntitriber Of_ students receiving related services dropped considerably for
niiiltihandicaPPed (229,177);_ hard of hearing and deaf (179,570), other health
iMpaired (165;549), oahopedically impaired (133,208), and visually handickpped
students (61;570); Deaf-blind children had the smallest number of tervice:; 20,410
reported. Given the relative proportions these students represent of the combined
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TABLE 5

Total Number of Related Services Received
by Students by Handicapping Condition

During School Year 1984=85

Handicapping Condition
Total Number Of

Services Received

Learning Disabled 2,040,658
Mentally Retarded 3,241,052
Speech or Language Impaired 966,832
Emotionally Disturbed 707,979
Multihandicapped 229,177
Hard of Hearing_ and Deaf 179,570
Other Health Imp_aired 1654549
Orthopedically Impaired 133,208
Visually Handicapped 61,570
Deaf-Blind 20,410

All ConditionsW 5,797,160

a/ The total number of services for all conditions does
not equal the sum of services by handicapping
condition because it includes counts of services that
were not categorized by handicapping condition.

EHA-B and Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) child counts, these numbers are not
surprising.

Transportation was the related: service received by the greatest number of
handicapped students; 1,007,020_ students received transportation. (See Table 6.)
It is_ not_ surprising that aver one million students are receiving transportation as
a related service since, under the EHA regulations, transportation iS defined as
travel to and from school and between schools, travel in and around school
buildings, and use of specialized equipment, if requiked to ProVide special
transportation for handicapped children. Diagnostic services were received by
774,803 studerm, psychological services by 772,633 students. Speech or language
pathology, school social work services, school health, counseling servicet, and
recreational services were received by approximately 500,000 Students each. The
States reported that 188,358 students received audiological services; 141,030
received occupational therapy; and 128,902 received physical therapy. In addition,
203,504 students received related services other than those specified on the data
collection form.
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TABLE 6

Total Number of Related Service& Received
by Students by Type of Related Service

During School Year 1984=85

Related Service
Total Number of

Services Received

Transportation SETV ices 1,007,020
Diagnostic_Services 774,803
Psychological Services 772,633
Speech/Language Pathology 667,161
School Social Work Services 524,146
School Health Services 498,824
Counseling Services 482,970
Recreation Services 407,809
Other Related Services 203,504
Audiological Services 188,358
Occupational Therapy 141,030
Physical Therapy 1-2-8,992

All Related Strvices 5,797,160

Table 7 shows the number and proportion of related services received by
students with each handicapping condition. For mentally retarded students,
transportation services constituted 20 percent of all related services received.
Speech or language pathology accounted for approximately 17 percent and
diagnostic therapy for 11 percent of all services received. For speech or
language impaired and visually handicapped students, diagnostic services were the
most frequently received service. For hard of hearing and deaf students,
audiological services were received most often, while other related services were
the most frequently received service category for deaf-blind students. For
emotionally disturbed students, the most frequently received services were
psychological services (21 percent), followed by transportation services (18
percent), school social work services (14 percent), and counseling services (14
percent). For orthopedically impaired and other health impaired students, physical
therapy (19 percent for orthopedically impaired and 18 percent for other _health
impaired) was the most frequently received related service. For multihandicapped
students, transportation services (16 percent) were the most frequently received
service category.
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TABLE 7

Number and__Percent _of Related Services Received bY
Students for Each Handicapping Condition

During School Year 198445e

Handicapping Condition Type of Related Services Number Percent

Mentally Retarded Transportation Services 253,474 20
Speoch/Language Pathology 209,632 17
Diagnostic Services 139,462 11
Psychological Services 139,136 11

Speech or Language Diagnostic Services 193,021 20Impaired Transportation Services 158,871 16
School Health Services 105,093 ii
Recreation Services 98;037 10
Other Related Services 93;914 10

Visually Handicapl,ed Diagnostic Services 13,230 21
Transportation Services 9,681 16

Emotionally Dittiirbed Psychological Services 146;124 21
Transportation Services 125;538 18
School Social Work Services 100;201 14
Counseling Services 99;233 14
Diagnostic Services 74,752 11

Orthopedically Impaired Physical Therapy 25,407 19
Transportation Services 22;119 17
Occupational Therapy 20;698 16

Other Health Impaired Physical Therapy 29,380 18
Transportation Services 25,478 15
Recreation Services 24,015 14

Learning Disabled Psychological Services 346,628 17
Transportation Services 338,329 17
Diagnostic Services 289,667 14
Speech/Language Pathology 281,305 14
School Social Work Services 203,316 10
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Table 7 (continued)

Handicapping Condition Type of Related Services Number Percent

Deaf-Blind Other Related Services 8,585 42
Transportation Services 4,262 21

Multihandicapped Transportation Services 36,759 16
Speech/Language Pathology 36,338 16
Recreation Services 25,416 11
Physical Therapy 24 ,395 11

Occupational Therapy 23,323 10

Hard of Hearing and Deaf Audiological Services 42,249 24
Speech/Language Pathology 32,419 18
Transportation Services 26,642 15
Diagnostic Services 23,233 13

Only those services that constituted 10 percent of the total number of
services received by that handicapping category of children and youth are
included.

16

39



The number of services received by students was _greater than the number of
students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B 1or all categories of
handicapping conditions except for speech Dr language impairments. (See Table 8.)
While 1,129,417 speech impaired children Were served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)
and EHA-B, 966,832 related services were provided. Only 1,992 deaf-blind children
were served under both laws yet 20,410 related services were wovided to deaf-blind
children; this comes to more than 10 related services per child. For all conditions
combined, each child received approximately 1.3 related services. The data appear to
substantiate the view that the number of students receiving related services is a
function of the severity of the student's condition.

Least Restrictive Environment

The 1983 Amendments to the Education of the Handicapped Act direct the
Secretary of Education to obtain data, on at least an annual basis, on the number of
handicapped children in each State by_handicapping condition who are participating
in rCgular educational programs, in separite_classes, separate schools or facilities, or
public or private residential facilities or who have otherwise been removed from the
regular educational environment. The data collected on where students receive
special_ education were changed in 1984-85 because of the Amendments and previous
experience with the data reported on the setting in which children receive special
education and related services. In 1983-84, data were collected for children aged
three to five, six to 17, and 18 to ?I being served in four environments: regular
classes, separate classes, separate schools, and other educational environments. In
1984-85, data were collected for an additional age grouping and three more
environments; data WCrC collected on the number of children and youth aged three to
five, six to 11, 12 to 17, and 18 to 21 receiving special education and related
services in the following environments:

regular classes;

resource rooms;

separate classes;

public separate school facilities;

private separate school facilities;

public residential facilities;

private residential facilities;

correction facilities; and

homebound or hospital environments.
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TABLE 8

Comparison of Number of Students Served Under Chapter 1 of
ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B and the Number of Relater;

Services Provided by Handicapping Condition
During School Year 1984-85

Number of
Children Served
Under Chapter 1
of ECIA (SOP)

and EHA-B

Number of
Related
Services
Provided

Services
Per

Child

Learning Disabled 1,839,292 2,040,658 1.11

Speech or Language Impaired 1,129,417 966,832 0.86

Mentally Retarded 717,785 1,241,052 1.73

Emotionally Disturbed 373,207 707,979 1.90

Hard of Hearing and Deaf 714230 179,570 2.52

Multihandicapped 71,780 229,177 3.19

Orthopedically Impaired 58,835 133,208 2.26

Other Health Impaired 69,118 165,549 2.40

Visually Handicapped 30,375 61,570 2.03

Deaf-Blind 1,992 204410 10.25

All ConditionsW 4,3634031 5,797,160 1.32

a/ The number of services for all conditions does not equal the sum or
services by handicapping condition because it includes counts of services
reported by the States that were not categorized by handicapping
condition.



State personnel responsible for submitting annual data to OSEP were asked
to astess whether their 1983-84 and 1984-85 LRE data were comparable.
Preliminary results show that while many States felt that the data over the years
were _comparable, the environments under which they reported the children
differed from one year to the next. For example, most States that reported
children placed in regular classes in 1983-84 reported that these children had been
placed in both regular and resource classes in 1984-85; however, some States did
not report these children in resource rooms in 1984-85, while other States
reported some of these children in correction facilities, homebound/hospital
environments, or separate classes. As a result, comparisons between numbers of
children placed by environment from 1983-84 to 1984-85 are not possible.

During the 1984-85 school year, the majority of handicapped children
received special education and related services in settings with nonhandicapped
students. Nearly 27 percent, or 1,161,157 children and youth, received special
education prirriarily in regular classes. An additional 42 percent received special
editeation and services primarily in resource rooms; while nearly 24 percent
received education and services in separate classes within a regular education
buildin& These three settings accounted for almost 93 percent of handicapped
placements; thus, most handicapped students were being educated with their
nonhandicapped peers. The remaining_ handicapped children were educated in
public separate day school facilities (3.5 percent), private separate day school
facilities (2.1 Percent); public residential facilities (1;0 percent), private residential
fidilities (0;4 percent); correctional facilities (0.3 percent), and
homebound/hospital environments (0.8 percent). (See Appendix Table ECL)

While the data show that the regular classroom and resource room are the
primary settings in which States place their handicapped students, the extent to
which these chn are placed in such settings varies by handicapping condition.
Table 9 shows that most learning disabled and speech or language impaired
students were placed either in regular classes or resource rooms (77 percent and
91 percent, respectively). Only 5 percent of mentally retarded students were
placed in regular classes, and 29 percent were placed in resource rooins.
Nationally, 50 percent of mentally retarded students are served in separate
classes. States also reported that only 12 percent of their emotionally disturbed
students were placed in regular classes; approximately 34 percent of the
emotionally disturbed students were placed in resource rooms and another 34
percent in separate classes. Hard of hearing and deaf students were primarily
placed in four environments; these included separate classes (31 percent), resource
rooms (23 percent), regular classes (21 percent), and public residential facilities
(11 percent). States reported that multihandicapped students were primarily
placed in separate classes (43 percent); an additional 18 percent were placed in
public separate day facilities, and 13 percent were place(' in resource rooms.
Nearly 10 percent of the multihandicapped students were placed in private
separate day facilities. Both orthopedically impaired and other health impaired
students primarily received their education in separate classes, resource rooms,
and regular classes. A fairly high percentage of students with these handicapping
conditions are served in home/hospital environments (8 percent of orthopedically
impaired and 11 percent of other health impaired). Visually handicapped students
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TABLE 9

Percent of Handicapped Children and Youth Served in Nine Educational

Environments Handicapping Condition

During School Year 1984.85

11IN

Kohlicircing

Condition

Regular

Class

Resource

Room

Separate

Class

_Public

Separate

FitititY

Privatt

Separate

FiCitity

PLblic

Residintial

Facility

PriVite

Residential

Facility

Correctional

Facility

licceboutli

Hospital

Learning 16.26 60.68 20.84 1.11 0.77 0.03 0.06 0.16 0.08

Disabled

Sped or 64.80 26.33 4.90 0.97 2.46 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.46

Language

Iipairid

NentatLy 4.80 28.13 5?..37 8.29 2.10 2.52 0.40 0.19 0.50

Retarded

Emotionally 11.79 34.22 33.34 8.57 4.80 1.69 2.41 1.59 1.59

Disturbed

Hard of Hearing

and Deaf

21.03 23.49 31.03 7.23 4.83 10.67 1.09 0.10 0.53

Nultihandicapped 2.70 13.48 42.72 17.61 9.70 6.07 2.51 0.35 4.85

Orthopedically 18.27 20.62 33.42 12.99 5.50 0-.80 0.72 0.03 7.65

Impaired

Other Health

lipairid

23.47 25.44 32.69 3.97 1.94 0.72 0.36 0.02 11.18

Visually. 32.55 29.55 18.80 4.05 3.25 9.80 1.04 0.21 0.74

Handicapped

De8f.Brnd 4.36 15.02 22,77 19.21 4.88 27.39 4.36 0.04 2.01

All 2633 41.61 23.76 3.47 2.08 0.95 039 0.25 035
Conditions



were placed in regular classes (33 percent), resource rooms (30 percent), and
separate classes (19 percent); an additional 10 percent of visually handicapped
students were placed in public residential facilities. Finally, deaf-blind students
were placed in public residential facilities (27 percent), separate classes (23
percent), public separate day facilities (19 percent), and resource rooms (15
percent).

There were diffcrences among age groups as to where handicapped children
and youth received special education in the 1984-85 school year. (See Table 10.)
Of preschoolers aged three to five, States enrolled 36.8 percent of their children
in regular classes; 23.5 and 22.5 percent of the children were enrolled in separate
classes and resource rooms, respectively. Of elementary students aged six to 11,
States enrolled 39.7 percent of their children in resource rooms and 35.4 percent
in regular classes; an additional 20 percent were enrolled in separate classes. Of
older children and youth aged 12 to 17 and 18 to 21, the States' primary
placement location was resource rooms; 47.9 percent of students aged 12 to 17
and 34.9 percent of those 18 to 21 were placed in resource rooms. The second
highest percent of older students were served in separate classes; 27.3 percent of
12 to 17-year-olds and 32.0 percent of those from IS to 21 were receiving special
education in separate classes. Finally, the regular classroom was the third most
populous envirenment for students aged 12 to 21; 17.0 percent of 12 to 17-year-
olds and 11.4 sercent of 18 to 21-year-olds were educated in regular classrooms in
1984-85. Thus older students were less likely to be placed in regular classrooms
and more likely to be placed in resource rooms. Handicapped youth in the older
group are more likely to be more severely handicapped since moderately and
mildly handicapped students are more likely to graduate. The proportions of
youth reported being served in special classes and resource rooms are, therefore,
not surprising.

In conclusion, changes in the LRE annual data forms have revealed
placement trends that had never before been nationally documented. For example,
27 percent of the handicapped children receive services in regular classes and 42
percent are primarily served in resource rooms.

Personnel Employed and Needed

To meet the goal of providing frec and appropriate educational opportunity
to all handicapped children, trained personnel are needed to serve this population.
This section provides numbers of special education teachers and other personnel
employed and needed by States in school year 1984-85 and compares these data
with numbers collected previously: This information differed in several ways from
information collected previously.
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TABLE 10

Nutter and Percent of all Handicapped Children and Youth

Served by Age_Group in Nine Educational Environments

During School Year 1984-85

Environment

3-5 Years

Number Percent

Age Group

6-11 Years 12-17 Years

NLmter Percent Number Percent

18-21 Years

Number Percent

Regular 107,952 36.8 726,308 35.4 300,523 17.0 26,374 11.4

Classes

Resource 65,990 22.5 813,481 39.7 847,254 47.9 80,726 34.9

Room

Separate 68,939 23.5 406,397 19.8 482e939 27.3 74,023 32:0

Classes

Public 21,348 7.3 46,349 2-.3 61,506 3.5 21,752 9.4

Separate

Facility

Private 20,302 6.9 34,928 1.7 28,170 1.6 7,071 3.1

Separate

Facility

Public 2;202 0.7 10;715 0.5 16,871 1.0 11,524 5.0

Retideritial

Fitility

Private 607 0;2 3,902 0.2 10,044 0.6 2,419 1.0

Residential

Facility

Correctional 3 0 744 0 6-,645 0.4 3,559 1.5

Facility

Homebound/ 6,324 2;2 7,263 04 15,375 0.9 3,603 1.6

Hospital
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First, counts of special education teachers were collected by the setting in
which the teachers provided service% For school year 1984-85, States reported
separate counts of teachers employed and needed in separate classes, resource
rooms, itinerant/consulting positions, and home-hospital settings. (See Appendix
Tables EDI and ED2.)

Second, as in previous years, special education teachers were reported in
full-time equivalency (FTE) of assignment and were categorized by the
handicapping condition of the children they served. Unlike previous year% counts
of noncategorical teachers, working teachers with children of different
handicapping conditions were not collected separately. Instead, the time teachers
worked was apportioned and counted according to the handicapping conditions
served.

Third, the categories of personnel other than special education teachers who
serve handicapped children were modified. Data requirements for school year
1984-85 called for counts of counselors and State educational agencies (SEA)
supervisors/administrators, counts that were not previously collected separately.
Also, counts of speech pathologists were not collected separately; these counts
were included with those of teachers of the speech or language impaired. The
remaining categories of persotnel were unchanged.

Finally, States were for the first time requieed to provide two sets of
information on the number of personnel needed. For one set of data, States were
to provide counts of personnel needed for the 198445 school year. Included in
these figures were:

the number of vacancies that occurred from July I, 1984;
through February I, 1985, even if they were subsequently
filled; and

the number of additional personnel who were needed from
July I, 1984; through February 1, 1985; to fill positions
occupied by persons who were not appropriately and
adequately prepared or trained.

For the second set of data, States were to provide counts of additional personnel
needed to provide improved services.

States reported that the number of special education teachers employed
increased between 1983-84 and 198445. In comparisons of data for these years,
counts of speech pathologists were added to counts of special education teachers
for 198344 to make these data comparable to those for 1984-85. With this
adjustment, the number of special education teachers increased from 268,629 to
274,519, an increase of 2 percent Although counts of special education teachers
were reported according to teaching environments for 1984-85, responses to
OSEP's follow-up effort indicated that these counts were comparable to counts

4 6
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collected previously; i;e;, counts of home-hospital teachers were typically subsumed
under the total special education teacher counts.1

For the 10 handicapping conditions served by special education teachers
employed, seven categories increased in the number employed from 1983-84 to
1984;85 while three categories decreased. The number of teachers employed
increased for the following handicapping categories: mentally retarded, learning
disabled, emotionally disturbed, multihandicapped; speech impaired, hard of hearing
and deaf; and other health impaired. The number of teachers employed decreased
for the following categories: orthopedically impaired, visually handicapped, and
deaf-blind.

Generally, for the 1984-85 school year, the increases and decreases in the
numbers of special education teachers employed by category did not correspond to
changes in counts of children served by handicapping conditions. For example,
the increase in the numbers of teachers of the mentally retarded was accompanied
by a decrease in the number of students reported in this category. This may be
related to the elimination of the noncategorical option from the reporting form
and changing definitions and policies at the State level in 1984-85.

The data show reduced numbers of special education teachers in some
handicapping categories during 1984-85; however, 53 States and Insular Areas
reported that 22,852 additional teacners were needed to fill vacancies and replace
uncertified staff. As shown in Table 11, the categories of special education
teachers reported by States as the most needed paralleled the relative prevalence
of handicapping conditions. Specifically, States reported that the greatest
proportional increase needed was for teachers to serve learning disabled, mentally
retarded, emotionally disturbed, and speech or language impaired students. These
four categories accounted for 84 percent of all teachers needed and for 93
percent of students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B. Twelve
percent of the teachers were needed for the other health impaired, hard of
hearing and deaf, and multihandicapped, while 5 percent of all students served
were so categorized. Teachers needed to serve visually handicapped,
orthopedically impaired, and deaf-blind together constituted less than 3 percent of
all teachers needed, while 2 percent of the students served had these
handicapping conditions.

The total number of personnel other than special education teachers
employed increased between 1983-84 and 1984-85. (See Table 12.) In making
comparisons between these two years, counts of speech pathologists were omitted
from the 1983-84 data because these counts were not collected separately in 1984-
85. Also, counts of counselors were omitted from the 1984-85 figures because,
based on responses from OSEP's follow-up effort, most States did not report
counselors for previous years. Counts of SEA supervisors/administrators, however,

1 See discussion of OSEP's information follow-up effort done in conjunction
with this report in the introduction of this chapter.
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TABLE 11

Number of Special Education Teachers Employed and Needed
by Handicapping Condition

During School Year 1984-8511

Handicapping Condition Employed Needed

Percent
Needed
as a

Percent of
Employed

Percent
of Total
Needed

Learning Disabled 102,395 7,800 7.6 34.1
Mentally Retarded 61,832 4,671 7.6 20.4
Emotionally Disturbed 32,027 4,322 13.5 18.9
Speech or Language Impaired 36,612 2,511 6.9 11.0
Hard-of-Hearing and Deaf 7,992 773 9.7 3.4
Multihandicapped 8,637 618 7.2 2.7
Orthopedically Impaired 4,240 243 5.7 1.1
Other Health Impaired 10,445 1,299 12.4 5.7
Visually Handicapped 2,995 296 9.9 1.3
Deaf-Blind 396 38 9.6 0.2

Total teachers12/ 274,519 22,852 8.4 98.8

aj Personnel needed included:
(1) number of vacancies that occurred; and
(2) number of additional personnel needed to fill noncertified or

nonficensed staff.

12/ The number of total teachers does not ecoal the sum of teachers by
handicapping condition because the total inch des counts of teachers not
categorized by the States by handicapping condition. Percentages are based
on data provided by handicapping condiOon; that is, the total number
employed is 267,571 and the total number needed is 22,571.
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TABLE 12

Number of Special Education Personnel Other Than Teachers
Employed During School Years 1983-84 and 1984-85g

Type of Personnel 1983-84 198445

Percent
Change

in Number
Employed

Percent
of Total

Employed
198445

Teacher aides 105,394 112,330 6.6 52.3
Other non-instructional staffki 41,353 39,593 -4.3 18.4
Psychologists 14,811 16,249 9.7 7.6
Supervisors/administrators 11,846 13,841 16.8 6.4
School social workers 7,586 8,027 5.8 3.7
Diagnostic staff 6,562 6,790 3.5 3.2
Counselors - 6,284 - -
Vocational education teachers 5,781 5,339 -7.6 2.5
Physical education teachers 3,694 3,377 4.6 1.6
Occupational therapists 2,488 2,886 16.0 1.3
Physical therapists 1,958 2,234 14.1 1.0
Work-study coordinators 2,678 1,515 -43.4 0.7
Audiologists 773 966 25.0 0.4
Supervisors/administrators (SEA) - 925 0.4
Recreational therapists 593 616 3.9 0.3

All staffs] 205,517 226,021 6.9 99.8

a/ Personnel needed included:
(1) number of vacancies that occurred;
(2) number of additional personnel needed to fill noncertified or

nonlicensed staff.

DJ Includes staff involved in health services (nurses, psychiatrists, etc.), food
service, maintenance, pupil transportation, etc.

2/ The number of all staff does not equal the sum of personnel by type of
personnel because the number of all staff includes counts that were not
reported by type of personnel. For the Ourpose of comparing 1983-84 and
1984-85 data for all staff, data were adjusted; that is, counts of counselors
were not included in the 1984-85 count since these data were not collected
for 1983-84. The adjusted total for 198445 is 219,737.
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were included because most States, again according to OSEP's follow-up, subsumed
this count within other personnel categories in previous years. The adjusted
totals for numbers of personnel other than special education teachers employed
were 205,517 in 1983-84 and 219,737 in 1984-85, an increase of 7 percent.

Categories of personnel employed that increased over the two years included
teachers' aides, psychologists, school social workers, diagnostic staff, occupational
therapists, physical therapists, audiologists, and recreational therapists. The
category of supervisors/administrators, labeled simply supervisors in 1983-84, also
increased. The States and Insular Areas reported 925 SEA
supervisors/administrators employed. Of personnel other than special education
teachers, fewer physical education teachers, work-study coordinators, and other
non-instructional staff were employed in the 1984-85 school year than in 1983=84.

Fifty-five States and Insular Areas indicated that an increase of 8,144 staff
in all categories of personnel other than special education teachers was needed to
fill vacancies and replace noncertified staff in 1984-85. Table 13 shows this need
relative to the number employed for each category. In proportion to the number
of personnel employed, physical therapists and occupational therapists were the
most needed personnel, followed by SEA supervisors/administrators.

Based on the responses received from 55 States and Insular Areas, most
special education teachers (47 percent) provided services in special classes.
Thirty-seven percent of special education teachers provided services in resource
rooms. In the remaining two environments, itinerant/consulting and home-
hospital, 13 percent of special educators provided services in itinerant/consulting
environments and 3 percent in home-hospital environments.

Responses from 53 States and Insular Areas indicated that 47 percent of
personnel needed to fill vacancies and replace noncertified and nonlicensed staff
were needed for special classes. Thirty-nine percent were needed to provide
services in resource rooms. Finally, 12 percent were needed to provide services
as itinerant/consulting teachers and 2 percent as home-hospital teachers. These
data indicate that teachers are needed in almost exactly the same proportion in
each setting as those in which they are currently employed.

Youth with Handicaneing-o-nditionsEx
from-Soh oof

As a result of the EHA amendments of 1983, OSEP began collecting data on
the number of youth with handicaps who exited from school. Data were first
collected for the 1984-85 school year; they represent the number of youth who
received special education and related services during the previous school year but
are no longer receiving educational services. The State data were reported
according to the reason for exit, for each handicapping condition, and for each
age beginning at 16. The exiting reasons for which data were collected were:
graduation with diploma, graduation with a certificate of completion, reaching the
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TABLE 13

Number of Special Education Personnel Other Than Teachers
Employed and Needed During School Year 1984-8511

Percent Percent
Needed of of Total

Type of Personnel Employed Needed Employed Needed

Teacher aides 112,330 4,086 3.6 50.2
Other non-instructional staffki 39,593 835 2.1 10.3
Psychologists 16,249 586 3.6 7.2
Supervisors/administrators 13,841 474 3.4 5.8
School social workers 8,027 397 4.9 4;9
Diagnostic staff 6,790 344 5;1 4.2
Counselors 6,284 158 2.5 1.9
Vocational education teachers 5;339 273 5.1 3.4
Physical education teachers 3,377 172 5.1 2.1
Occupational therapists 2,886 293 10.2 3.6
Physical therapists 2,234 284 12.7 35
Work-study coordinators 1,515 55 3;6 0.7
Audiologists 966 62 6.4 0.8
Supervisors/administrators (SEA) 925 73 7.9 0.9
Recreational therapists 616 42 6.8 0.5

All staffs] 2264021 8,144 3.7 100M

iv Personnel needed included:
(1) numixr of vacancies that occurred;
(2) nurnoer of additional personnel needed to fill noncertified or

nonlicensed staff.

Includds staff involved in health services (nurses, psychiatrists, etc.), food
sdrvice, maintenance, pupil transportation, etc.

a/ The number of all staff does not equal the sum of personnel other than
teachers by type of personnel because the number of staff includes counts of
personnel that were not reported by type of personnel. Percentage needed
of employed for all staff is only based on data provided by personnel type;
that is, the total number employed is 220,972 and the total number needed is
8,134.
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maximum age for which services are provided in the State, dropping out of
school, and other. The "other" category included students who died, as well as
those who were no longer receiving special education services but Whose exiting
reason was not known (e.g., when someone does not enroll in school the next
year but it is not known whether the student has moved away or dropped out).

Number-and-Pereent-of-Handicamed Youth Who Exited

A total of 211,673 handicapped youth between the ages of 16 and 21 were
reported by States to have exited from school during the 1984-85 school year.
(See Appendix Table EE1.) As seen in Table 14, the largest group a these
students graduated with diplomas; however, this group represented just 39 percent
of the total number exiting. Another 15 percent of handicapped youth who exited
graduated from high school with a certificate of completion, yielding a total of 54
percent who graduated. Overall, 4 percent of the exiting youth left school
because they reached the maximum age, which could be any age from 18 through
25, depending on the State. The Seventh Annual Report to Congress provides achart of State age mandates. According to this chart, 27 States and the District
of Columbia had mandate: to serve handicapped youth 21 years of age and older
if they had not graduated flout high school.

Data reported by States show an overall dropout rate of 21 percent.
However, this figure reflects an estimate of those who were actually known to
have dropped out and does not include youth who simply stopped coming to school
or whose status was unknown. Undoubtedly, a substantial proportion of the
"other" category includes students who are no longer in school and have neither
graduated nor reached the maximum age. Therefore, the dropout figure probably
exceeds 21 percent.

Significant variation in the reason for exit exists among youth with different
handicapping conditions. For example, 57 percent of the deaf and hard of hearing
youth graduated with a diploma, and a total of 72 percent graduated. Contrastthis with 17 percent of the multihandicapped who receive diplomas and a 40
percent total who graduated. Notable are the data indicating thst 23 and 24
percent of the multihandicapped and deaf-blind, respectively, age-out of secondary
school while no other handicapping condition exceeds 7 percent. The reported
dropout figures vary from a low of 11 percent for orthopedically impaired youth
to a high of 29 percent for the emotionally disturbed. The "other" category for
the severely emotionally disturbed is also high, suggesting that the percentage of
emotionally disturbed students who leave school without completing a program may
be substantially higher than 29 percent.

The data for each discrete age, beginning at 16 (see Table 15), reveal that
the largest number of students exit at age 18, with more than half of those who
exit at 18 graduating with diplomas. The vast majority of handicapped youth have
exited from secondary school by the age of_ 19. Not surprisingly, a large
proportion of youth drop out at the age of 16. After age 17, the percent of
youths dropping out decreases substantially. Although a number of States have
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TABLE 14

Number end Percent of Students 16_Years and Older Exiting the

Educational System by Handicapping Condition .

end Basis of Exit

During Uhool Year 1984-85e/

Handicapping

Camlition

Orsdustion

with

Diplom

Oreduetion

with

Crtificate

Basis of Exit

Aps-OUt Dropout Other TOtal

* _ % 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 X 0

Learning Disabled 47,943 47 11,962 12 689 1 19;651 19 16,813 17 100,203

Mentatty Retarded 18,593 30 14,151 23 4,588 7 14,142 23 8,833 14 61,703

Reetionetty

Disturbed 7,161 28 2,689 11 794 3 7,3% 29 7,016 28 25,245

Speech or Lanteage

Impaired 3,830 43 1,253 14 223 3 1,505 17 1,871 21 8,860

Mord ef Mewing

end Deaf 2,338 57 605 15 141 3 466 12 474 12 4,101

Other Meetth

Impaired 938 23 639 16 253 6 511 13 1,045 26 4,049

NUltiliehtliCipped 528 17 710 23 738 23 624 20 502 16 3040
Orthopedicatly

Impeired 1,205 43 293 10 193 7 318 11 665 24 2,791

Visuelty

Mandicapped 707 50 222 16 104 7 194 14 159 11 1,407

Desf-Otied 43 25 43 25 41 24 28 16 18 10 174

Alt Conditions 83,286 39 32,567 15 7,764 4 44,875 21 37,396 18 211,673

If Two States reported exiting totals by handicapping cdrodition only; mate

owe provided by basis of exit. The percentages reported on this table

are based on the total number of students exiting; therefore, percentages

for each handicapping condition will not sum to 100 percent nor witt the

numbers sum *cross to the total.
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TABLE 15

Number and Percent of Students Exiting the Educational
System by Age and Basis of Exit

During School Year 1984-85

Basis of Exit

Age

Graduated
with

Diploma

Graduated
with

Certificate

Reached
Maximum

Ago:
Dropped

Out Other Total

% * % % * %

16 563 597 3 65 <1 10,046 43 10,705 46 23,360 100
17 15,192 35 2,978 7 85 <1 12,272 28 11,143 26 43,116 100
18 38,107 57 9,153 14 292 <1 10,143 15 7,887 12 66,969 100
19 21,074 58 6,668 18 80 <1 4,928 13 2,866 8 36,625 100
20 4,949 38 3,756 29 291 2 2,135 16 1,519 12 13,062 100
21 3,401 24 3,334 23 5,516 38 1,090 8 843 6 14,331 100

Total,/ 83,286 39 32,567 15 7,764 4 44,875 21 37,396 18 211,673 100

I/ One State reported only a tOtaL number of students exiting; i.e., no data for
individual ages were reported. In addition, two States reported exiting totals
by handicapping condition only; no data were provided by basis of exit. The
percentages reported on this table are based on the total number of students
exiting; therefore, percentages for each handicapping condition will not sum
to 100 percent nor will the numbers sum across to the total.

maximum ages for providing special education that are lower than 21, the data
indicate that very few youth age-out prior to age 21. A possible interpretation
of these data is that most States may permit handicapped youth to remain in
school through age 21 even if their maximum ages are less than 21.

In summary, these 1984-85 exiting data from the States provide the first
opportunity to examine national figures on the number of handicapped youth who
exit from secondary school. Although these initial data are estimates that must
be considered with some caution, they provide some evidence of a sizable number
of handicapped youth who drop out, particularly among the seriously emotionally
disturbed population. Alternatively, significant numbers of youth, particularly
among those with certain handicapping conditions, appear to be successfully
graduating from secondary school. In future years, as the quality of data
improves, these data will provide one useful measure for gauging the success of
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our nation's schools in serving handicapped youth, for determining the extent to
which appropriate measures have been implemented for solving the dropout
problem, and for evaluating how many handicapped youth who may require
continuing services from adult agencies.

Anticipated Services

Under the 1983 Amendments to EHA, OSEP was required to provide data to
the Congress on the services students exiting the educational system would need
in the following year. This requirement was intended to provide information for
adult service agencies on the number of services that would need to be provided;
these data were to be used in State plans of State disability councils and State
vocational rehabilitation agencies. For the 1984-85 school year, OSEP required
that the SEAs provide data on anticipated services by handicapping condition and
age. That is, individual age year data were required for youth aged 16 to 22, and
a total was required for three- to 15-year-olds. Table 16 presents the number of
servicet all States and Insular Areas anticipated would be needed for students
aged 16 and older who exited the school system in 1984-85. (See Appendix 711'e
EFI foi. a State-by-State count of the services anticipated as being needc;-: Ly
handicapping condition.)

Based on responses received from 50 States and Insular Areas approximately
461,500 separate services were anticipated to be needed in 1985-86.2 The largest
number of needed services were vocational/training services; this service type
made up approximately 16 percent (74,930) of the anticipated serv ices.
Counseling/guidance and vocational placement services each constituted 14 percent
of the service& Evaluation of vocational rehabilitation services constituted about
12 percent of the services. Transportation, technological aids, physical/mental
restoration, residential living, interpreter services, reader services, maintenance,
and other services were each less than 5 percent of the total number of services
anticipated.

For each handicapping condition, Table 17 presents those services that were
most frequently anticipated. (Only those services that comprised 10 percent or
more of the total number of needed services for each handicapping condition are
included in the table.) For each condition, except the deaf-blind and
multihandicapped, vocational placement services, evaluation of vocational
rehabilitation services, and vocational/training services were frequently needed.
The other types of services anticipated to be needed differed by handicapping
condition as did the number of services prominently needed. For the visually

2 The State of Illinois provided only a total count of students needing
services (7,074); this count is not included in the total number of anticipated
services reported here or in the analysis that follows.
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TABLE 16

Number and_Percent of Services Anticipated to be
Needed in 1985-$6 by Students 16 Years of Age and Older

Exiting the Educational System
During School Year 1984-8511

Service Type Number Percent

Counseling/Guidance 66,059 14.3
Transportation 19,724 4.3
Technological Aids 10,175 2.7
Interpreter Services 2,356 0.5
Readez Services 3,110 0.7
Physical/Mental Restoration 13,349 2.9
Family Services 29,402 6.4
Independent Living 23,904 5.1
Maintenance 18,676 4.0
Residential Living_ 9,826 2.1
Vocational/Training 74,930 16.2
Postemployment Services 28,341 6.1
Transitional Employment Services 40,565 8.8
Vorational Placement 63,148 13.7
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 54,103 11.7
Other Services 3,790 0.8

Total& 461 458 100.0

t/ Includes data reported by 50 States and InsUlat Area&

12/ Since New York and Maine provided total counts of
services only, some services for younger children may be
included.



TABLE 17

Services Anticipated as Most Needed in 1985-86 by Students
16 Years of Age and Older Exiting the Educational

System During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Percent of All
and Services Anticipated Servicesai

Eirdnalta&tassLal

Vocational/Training Services 15

Vocational Placement 14
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 13
Counseling/Guidance 11

Vocational Placement 18
Counseling/Guidance 16
Vocational/Training Services 14
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 11

Visuallv-Handica DO ed

Vocational/Training Services 12
Technological Aids 10
Vocational Placement 10
Reader Services 10
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 10

Emotionally Disturbed

Counseling/Guidance 17
Vocational/Training Services 14
Family Services 13
Vocational Placement 12
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 11

This proportion represents the number of services needed for those with the
ind jdual handicapping condition divided by the total number of services
nc ,ded by those with the condition. For example, 15 percent of the services
ne-ded by the mentally retarded wcre vocational/training services.
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Table 17 (continued)

Percent of All
Handicapping Condition Anticipated Services

athratulisaliLlitzlirtwoti

Vocational/Training Services 14
Transportation 11
Vocational Placement 11
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 11

Other Health-Impaired

Vocational/Training Services 13
Vocational Placement 12
Counseling/Guidance 10
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 10

LifugiaLlataigral

Vocational/Training Services 21
Counseling/Guidance 19
Vocational Placement 16
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 12
Transitional Employment Services 10

Deaf-Blind

Vocational/Training Services

Multihandicaogted

Vocational/Training Services

Bard of Horina and-Deaf

10

10

Vocational/Training Services 13
Vocational Placement 12
Technological Aids 11
Evaluation of Vocational Rehabilita-

tion Services 11
Interpreter Services 11
Counseling/Guidance 11

35



handicapped and the hard of hearing and deaf, five and six services were
prominent, respectively, among those anticipated. Deaf-blind and multihandicapped
students needed very diverse services; only one service constituted at least 10
percent of the total number anticipated for each of these two conditions.

Table 18 presents the number and proportion of anticipated services needed
by handicapping condition. Approximately 40 percent of the reported services
were needed by mentally retarded students, 31 percent by learning disabled
students, and 14 percent by emotionally disturbed students. Less than 5 percent
of the services were needed by speech or language impaired, visually handicapped,
orthopedically impaired, other health impaired, deaf-blind, multihandicapped, and
hard of hearing and deaf students. These proportions are necessarily affected by
the number of students with each handicapping condition exiting.

Table 19 presents the number of students exiting the system who needed no
special services. Sixty-seven percent of these students were learning disabled
while 15 percent were mentally retarded, and 10 percent were speech or language
impaired. Given the relative proportion of these types of conditions among the
handicapping population, these percentages are not surprising.

To assure comparable data, the number of studcnts 16 years of age and older
exiting the educational system in 1984-85 is compared with the number of services
anticipated to be needed by students aged 17 to 22 in 1985-86, when the exiting
students would be one year older. Table 20 shows the number of students exiting
the system and the number of anticipated services needed for these students by
handicapping condition. For all handicapping conditions, about two services were
anticipated to be needed per pupil; Not unexpectedly, the learning disabled and
speech impaired students needed the fewest services per pupil, about one per
exiting student. These students also are receiving the fewest related services per
pupil. The deaf-blind and multihandicapped students were believed to need the
most services per pupil, seven and six, respectively; these students receive the
greatest number of related services per pupil as well. The students with other
conditions needing the most services per pupil were the visually handicapped; the
hard of hearing and deaf, the other health impaired, and the orthopedically
impaired; between three and four services were needed for the pupils in each of
these handicapping condition& Between two and three services were needed per
pupil for mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed students.

For all the exiting students 16 years of age and older; approximately one-
third were anticipated to need counseling and guidance (30;3 percent);
vocational/training services (35.3 percent), and vocational placement (30.3
percent). About one-quarter of the exiting students were in need of evaluation
for vocational rehabilitation services. (See Appendix Table EF2.) Five percent or
less of the exiting students were expected to need interpreter services, reader
services, residential services, technological aids, and other services.

As might be expected, the proportions of exiting students needing various
services differed by handicapping condition. Of the 16 services listed (including
other services), 12 were needed by more than one-third of the exiting deaf-br ad
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TABLE 18

Number and Percent of Anticipated Services for 1985-86
for Students 16 Years of Age and Older Exiting the

Educational System by Handicapping Condition
During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Number Percent

Mentally Retarded 183,507 39.8

Speech or Language Impaired 10,786 2.3

Visually Handicapped 5,697 1.2

Emotionally Disturbed 63,658 13.8

Orthopedically Impaired 10,056 2.2

Othdr Health Impaired 10,868 2.4

Learning Disabled 141,253 30.6

Deaf-Blind 1,280 .3

Multihandicapped 18,968 4.1

Hard of Hearing and Deaf 15385 _ail
Total 461,458 100.0
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TABLE 19

Number and Percent of Students 16 Years of Age and Older
Exiting the Educational System Needing No

Special Services
During School Year 1985-86

Handicapping Condition Number Percent

Mentally Retarded 5,083 14.6

Speech or Language Impaired 3,575 10.3

Visually Handicapped 174 0.5

Emotionally Disturbed 1,254 3.6

Orthopedically Impaired 419 1.2

Other Health Impaired 280 0.8

Learning Disabled 23,485 67.6

Deaf=Blind 20 0.1

MultihandicaPPed 149 0.4

Hard of Hearing and Deaf 318 0.9

Total 34,757 100.0



TABLE 20

Comparison of the Number of Students 16 to 21 Years Old
Exiting the Educational System in 1984-85 and the

Number of Anticipated Services Needed by 17- to 22-Year-Olds
During School Year 1985-86,-/

Number of
Services
per Pupil

Number of Number of for All
Students Services Exiting
Exitingki Anticipated Students

Mentally Retarded 58,037 168,803 2.91

Speech or Language Impaired 8,205 9,680 1.18

Visually Handicapped 1,354 5,395 3.98

Emotionally Disturbed 22,144 54,735 2.47

Learning Disabled 90,515 127,282 1.41

Orthopedically Impaired 2,553 9,413 3.68

Deaf-Blind 172 1,155 6.72

Other Health Impaired 3,124 10,052 3.22

Hard of Hearing and Deaf 3,954 14,842 3.75

Multihandicapped 3,098 18358 5.93

All Conditions 193;156 419,715 2.17

1./ This analysis does not include data for New Hampshire and
Tennessee; these States reported 1,253 and 5,785 students
exiting, respectively, but no data on anticipated services.

hi This number includes those students not anticipated to need
services.
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students. For the multihandicapped, this was also true of 12 of the listed
services. Exiting learning disabled and speech or language impaired students were
anticipated to need a variety of services, but only counseling/guidance and
vocational placement were needed by 20 percent or more of both these groups.
More than 20 percent of the learning disabled also were likely to need
vocational/training services. Vocational placement was anticipated to be needed
by at least 20 percent of each of the individual handicapping groups.
Vocational/training services were needed by approximately 30 percent or more of
each handicapping group, except for the speech impaired. Evaluation of
vocational rehabilitation services was neeeded by at least 25 percent of these in
each handicapping category exiting except for the speech or language impaired
and the learning disabled students.

In summary, across handicapping conditions, the States saw the major
services being needed by exiting students as employment-related services and
guidance/counseling; speech impaired and learning disabled students needed the
fewest services per pupil Learning disabled students were the largest group of
exiting students who needed no services. Finally, deaf-blind and multihandicapped
rtudents needed the most services per pupil. While these data were largely
estimated by the States, they provide the first nationwide information on what
services adult agencies will need to provide to exiting handicapping students.

Special Education Programs and_Related Services in
Need of improvement

States are required by the 1983 Amendments to the EHA to provide
information on those special education programs and services in need of
improvement. To meet this mandate, OSEP created a data form with two sections.
The first section asked States to check a box indicating those programs and
services in need of improvement and to provide a narrative description of the
nature of the improvements needed. The instructions defined improved services as
services

(a) not currently available for handicapped children and youth;
(b) in short supply for specific populations and/or ages; and
(c) in a stage where considerable de ,elopment is necessary for the

service to have maximum effectiveness or be delivered efficiently.

States were asked to assess whether six special education programs or processes
and 13 related services needed improvement. The second section of the form
required States to provide an unduplicated count of all handicapped children and
youth needing improved services by handicapping condition and age group.

40

63



Fifty-one States and Insular Areas providing_ data reported that 449,258
students were in need of improved services; about one-third (36 percent) of these
students, or 161,388 students, were learning disabled. Table 21 presents the
number of students in need of improved services by handicapping condition.
Mentally retarded students comprised about 22 percent of these students (98,297),
and speech or language impaired students made up 17 percent of the tntal
(78,070). Emotionally disturbed students constituted 13 percent of the total
(58,980). Orthopedically impaired, visually impaired, other health impaired, deaf-
blind, multihandicapped, and hard of hearing and deaf students each made up less
than 5 percent of the total number of students needing improved services. (See
Appendix Table EG1 for these data iv State.)

TABLE 21

Number and Percent of Students in Need of Improved
Services by Handicapping Condition

During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Number Percent

*.earning Disabled 161,388 35.9
e,..ch or Language Impaired 78,070 17.4
..ntilly Retarded 98,297 21.9

0,onally Disturbed 58,980 13.1
I. d 41 Fita;--ng and Deaf 9,933 2.2
M 'rhinuicni led 15,468 3.4
Or., .rme.callv Impaired 9,350 2.1
Cz Ler H, ith anipaired 11,851 2.6

-1., ;.31dic2pped 5,297 1.2
Deaf r.i.--,,, 424 0.1

All r:'ood;rici,is-s-/ 449,258 100.0

al Anie.)ozn Smnoa ,.icluded 200 students with mild handicaps as
reedin i! improved services, but these students were not classified
b hanaicapping condition; thus, the total for all conditions is
not the sum of the individual number of students for each
condition.

The States differed on which handicapping conditions were mOtt and least in
need of improved services. For example, mentally retarded studontS comprised
from 0 to 47 percent of the students needing improved services across the States:
(See Table 22.) For the learning disabled, the range was 0 to 74 percent; for the
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TABLE 22

Range in Proportion*/ of Each Handicapping
Condition in Need of Improved Services

During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Range

Learning Disabled 0 - 74
Speech or Language Impaired 0 - 88
Mentally Retarded 0 - 47
Emotionally Disturbed 0 - 87
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 0 - 52
Multihandicapped 0 - 30
Orthopedically Impaired 0 - 70
Other Health Impaired 0 - 12
Visually Handicapped 0 - 19
Deaf-Blind 0 - 1

aj Proportion is the percent of totai number
of students reported as needing services.

speech or language impaired, 0 to 88 percent; for the emotionally disturbed, 0 to
87 percent. The range was smallest for the visually handicapped (0 to 19
percent), the other health impaired (0 to 12 percent), and the deaf-blind (0 to 1

percent).

The proportion of students needing improved services was calculated as a
function of Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B combined child counts. (See
Table 23.) or all the handicapped students served; 12.3 percent were in need of
improved servl'cs. Learning disabled and speech or language impaired students
were the least '..kely to need improved services (10.8 percent and 8.2 percent,
respectively), the visually handicapped, other health impaired, deaf-blind,
,..iltihandicapped, emotionally disturbed, and orthopedicany impaired students most
need improved .;trvices (approximately 20 percent each). When the proportions
of students needin3 improved services are examined for individual States, a

iificant variatio.: is seen across States. Some States reported that no children
with a sr:v!ific condition needed improved services, while other States reported
t: all handicapred 1.ildren needed improved services. In a few cases, States
reported that more tha., 100 percent of students needed improved services.
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TABLE 23

Percentg of Children Served Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)
and EHA-B Needing Improved Services

by Handicapping Condition
During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Percent

Learning Disabled 10.8
Speech or Language , 8.2
Mentally Retarded 15.2
Emotionally Distu7ber, 18 5
Hard of Hearing . 16.8
Multihandica ppect 23.7
Orthopedicily Impaired 19.8
Other Health Impaired 22.1
Visua 11 y Handicapped 20.5
Deaf-Blind 24.9

All Conditions 12.3

ai Proportion based on the combined Chapter. 1 of
ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B child counts for the 1984-85
school year.

Age group data are not currently collected for the Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)
program; as they are for the EHA-B program. While there is some tVidence that
the age distribution of children served under Ctapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) May differ
from that of children served under EHA-B, the proportion of students needing
improved services has been colculated as a function of the ERA-13 counts to
provide some suggestive findings. Table 24 presents the proportion of students in
each age group needing improved services; These figures indicate that the States
vieW six- to 11-year-olds as best served, that is; needing_ fewest services relative
to the number of children served. The group most in need of improved services
was the 18, to 21-year-old group; approximately 25 percent of this group needed
improved services; The preschool three- to five-year-olds were the next most in
need of improved services (16.2 percent needed services) follOwed by the
secondary school pupils (12- to 17-year-olds), 14.3 percent of whom needed
improved services.
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TABLE 24

Percent of Children Served Under EHA-B
Needing Improved Services by Age Group

During School Year 1984-85.'1/

Age GrouP Percent

3 - 5 16.2

6 - 11 10.3

12 - 17 14.3

18 - 21 24:7

tj Only EHA-B counts are available by age group; therefore, the
results of this analysis should be viewed only as suggestive.

Programs and Services Needing Improvement

Fifteen States and Insular Areas indicated improved services were needed for
all of the special education programs listed. Forty-three States and Insular Areas
indicated that improvements were needed in instructional programs, and 42 States
indicated improved services were needed in vocational education. Thirty-four
States felt that they needed improvements in assessment; 32 States, that they
needed improvement in instructional settings. Finally, 27 States indicated a need
for improvement in evaluation, while 23 States needed improvement in their
physical education programs.

Nine States felt that all the related services listed needed improvement. The
category most often indicated as needing improvement was physical therapy; 39
States checked this category. Other categories checked most by States were
occupatione therapy (37 States), psychological services (33 States), and parent
counseling/training (32 States). The related services needing improvement that
were least often noted by States were medical services (16 States), diagnostic
services (21 States), audiological services (21 States), recreation services (20
States), and school health services (21 States). Tables 25 and 26 itemize the
specific needs of States for improved special education programs and related
services.



TABLE 25

Number of States Indicating the Need for
Specific Improvements in Special Education

Programs
During School Year 1984-85e

Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States

Instructional Settings 32
Additional Classrooms/Space 16
Additional Equipment 4
Additional Related Services/Space 6

Assessment 34
Additional Staff 8
Enhance Procedures/Instruments 12
Inservice/Additional Training 5

Evaluation 27
Additional Staff 4
Enhance Program Evaluation

Procedures/Instruments 9
Enhance Student Evaluation

Procedures/Instruments 11
Inservice/Additional Training 2

Instructional Programs 43
Additional Staff 14
Enhanced/New Curriculum Ii
Expansion of Programs/Services 33
Handicap Specific 31

-Learning Disabled 12
-Moderately Handicapped 6
-Severely Handicapped 23

School Level Specific 16
-Preschool 6
-Secondary 10

Inservice/Additional Training 7
LRE 7
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Table 25 (Continued)

Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States

Physical Education

Vocational Education

23
Additional Programs/Services 11

Adaptive Physical Education 8
Additional Staff 10
Improved Staff Relations 2
Inservice/Additional Training 6

Additional Staff
Expansion of Programs/Services

Add Vocational Programs to
Regular and Special
Education Curricula

Prevocational Program
Work-Study / Work Experience
On-the-Job Training
Transition

Interagency Agreements
Vc..cational Assessments

42
9

36

11

5
19
13

7

. ot _states responding to_ each program/service represents
the zct.%.:1 nuriber of States that marked the corresponding box for
needs ;r,';:i:c.ivenlent on the annual data fort,:.- (i.e., 31 States
respcnlvf that they needed improvement_ with instructional settings).
Withir each topic, a State _may_be counted a varying number of times
under thi; improvements listed (i.e., a State _that responded that it

athiitional classrooms and equipment under instructional settings
:-;ounted _once under each of these subtopics). A State

ancxer :is unique would: be counted only under the broad topic
hdings (i.e;, instructional settings).
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TABLE 26

Number of States ..ildicating the Need for
Splcific Improvements in

Related Services
During School Year 1984-85e

Program/Service Type of Improvement
Number of

States

Psychological Services

School Social Work

Occupational Therapy

33
Add.donal Staff 23

-Bilingual 2
-For Rural Areas 3
-For Severely Handicapped 3

Expand/Enhance Services 12
-Preschool Programs 2

Improve Assessment 9
-More Timely Evaluations 5

Inservice/Additional Training 8

25
Additional Staff 16
Expfind/Enhance Services 8

-Liaison 4
-Parent/Family Counseling 3

Increase Funding 2
Inser :ice/Additional Training

37
Additional Staff 28

-Recruitment/Retention 11
Definitional Clarification 5
Expand/Enhance Services 18

-For Rural Areas 6
-For Severely Handicapped 2
-Preschool Programs 3
-Facilities 2
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Table 26 (Continued)

Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States

5peech/Language
Therapy

Audiological
Services

Recreation Services

Diagnostic Services

29
Additional Staff 18

3
or Pe eschool Population 4

-Er Rural Areas 2
Expand/Enhance Services 8

3
-Equipment/Materials 2

Insei vice/Additional Training 2
Policy Clarification 4

21
Additional Staff 12

-For Rural Areas 3
Expand/Enhance Services 11

-Assessments 5
Inservice/Additional Training 2
Interagency Cooperation 2

20
Additional Staff 4
Expand, Enhance Services 16

-Facilities 2
Interagency Cooperation 5

21
Additional Staff 10

-Bilingual 2
-For Rural Areas 3
-For Severely Handicapped 2

Expnd/Enhance Services 13
-At.essment 5

Rural Areas 3

-Preschool Programs 4
Improved Diagnostic Instruments 3
Inservice/Additional Training 5

71
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Table 26 (Continued)

Number of
Program/Service Type or Irripro% ement States

Physical Therapy

Transportation
Services

School Health
Services

Counseling Services

39
Additional Staff 32
ExmndjEnhance Services 14

-For Rural Areas 8

-Hours Available 3

-Preschool Programs 2
Increase Funding 3

Def initional/Policy Clarification 4

23
Additional Staff 6

-Aides 5

Drivers 2
E.nand/Enhance Services 16

-Increase Available Vehicles 9
-Reduce Transit Time 7

Increase Funding 5
-For Rural Areas 2

Inservice/Additional Training 4
Policy Clarification 6

21
Additional Staff 12

-Registered Nur es 8

ExmndjEnhance :vices 11
3

-For S.Iverely Handicapped 3

Asessrrients 2
Inteyagency Cooperation 4

29
Additional Staff 16

-Elementary 4
Expand/Enhance Services 17

-For Emotionally Disturbed 4
-For Transitional Students 5

-For Vocational Students 3

Inservice/Additional Training 8

Interagency Cooperation 3
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Table 26 (Continued)

Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States

Medical Services
1 1 16

Additional Staff 7
-For Rural Areas 2

Expand/Enhance Services 8
-For Rural Areas 2

Increase Funding 2
Inservice/Additional Training 2
Interagency Cooperation 3

Parent
Counseling/Training 32

Additional Staff 5
Expand/Enhance Services 23
Inservica/Additional Training 2
Increase Funding 3
Inservice/Additional Training 2
Parental Involvement 10
Interagency Cooperation 2

iv The number of States responding to each program/service represents the actual
number of States that ma ked the corresponding box for needs improvement on the
annual data forms (i.e., 33 States responded that they needed improvement in their
psychological services). Within each topic, a State may be counted a varying
number of times under thi= improvements listed (i.e., a State that responded that it
needed additional bilingual staff and staff for rural areas under psychological
service: would be counted once under each of these subtopics). A State whose
answer is unique would be counted only under the broad topic headings (i.e.,
psychological services).



Summary

Several themes or overarching areas of concern were evident in the
improvements the States viewed as necessary in special education programs and
services. These themes were prominent in the counts of students needing
improved services, as well as in instructional programs and related services
needing improvement. Repeatedly noted as areas of concern were personnel,
preschool programs, transitional programs; programs for those with specific
handicapping conditions, evaluation and assessment, rural special education, and
interagency cooperation; Each of these themes is described briefly below.

The States, almost uniformly; were in need of trained personnel; This
personnel need ranged from specialized related services personnel; such as
occupational therapists and physical therap;ltl, to less specialized personnel, such
as transportation aides trained to work v.ith handicapped students. Personnel
trained to work with severely handicapped students were among those mast
needed. Confirmation of this is evident_ from the analysis of students most in
need of improved services; the severely handicapped were among those most in
need of improved services; Competition with the private sector for trained
personnel was a problem; particularly with personnel such as occupational
therapists; physical therapists, nurses; and other trained medical personnel; Rural
States or States with remote populations found it very difficult to hire _and keep
trained personnel. There also appears to be a growing need for specialized
personnel who are bilingual. Finally, inservice training and staff development are
areas where States feel the need to improve services. This includes inservice
training for special education personnel, as well as related services personnel.
Regular education personnel, the States emphasized, need to be more aware of
how to deal with handicapped children and youth.

Students in two age groups were highlighted across -the improvements needed
for special education programs and related services. The first group that wqs
prominent among those needing improved services was preschool children. States
noted that more programs were needed for the preschool handicapped, that trained
personnel were particularly needed at this level, and that unique assessment tools
were needed for these children.

The second group of the States noted as most in need of improved services
was cider students, especially those between 18 and 21 years of age. The 18- to
21-year-old group Oecame a larger proportion of the total population of
handicapped students set., under EHA-B from 1978-79 to 1985-86: the number
of stu lents served in this age group increased 93 percent during this time
According to States, transitional programs for handicapped students need to bc
created and improved. These transitional programs need to focus on handicapped
students as .hey move Erom school to work, and from a sheltered lifestyle to a
more independent one. Particitlarly noted by States was the need for vocational
assessments for prevocational courses; and for staff trained to deal with
transitionai stut ents. The emphasis States placed an improved services for these
two age groups is reflected in Federal, State, and local policy priorities for these
traditionally under-served groups.
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Programs and services were also needed for Specific handicapped groups
across the States: In particular, States saw the need to improve services and
programs for the severely and profoundly_ handicapped. Programs for the
emotionally disturbed were frequently in heed of improvement. For students with
learning disabilities, the St Atet° princiPal concerns centered on a better definition
of the condition, better testit4 procedures; and alternative programs for studentS
who Are currently classified as learning disabled.

Clearly the States were preoccupied with needt related to assessment and
evaluation. Not only did States indicate nee& associated with these processes
directly, that is, on the inStructional Programs and setting table; but States
frequently noted aSsessment and evaluation needs on the related services table.
For example, States reported that psychologists spend little time counseling due to
the amount of time spent on assessment and evaluation. Enhancement of health
assessments was frequently noted as an area needing of improvement. Better
testing procedures for particular handicapping conditions and age groups were also
an area of concern.

Rural needs Were highlighted in the areas of transportation, personnel,
facilities, and equiPment. The great amount of time some rtztal special education
students spend in transit each day was noted as A probltni, as was a need for
more specialized buses and vans. The lack of some faCilities in rural areas was
noted, as was a dearth of specialized I. ftrtOnnel, aS noted earlier:

Finally, the need for and improvement of interagency cooperation was notedby States in four different areas. Interagency cooperation was most often notedin relation to Medical SerViees, vocational progra s, transition services, andrecreation Serviees. The lad( of functional agreement Nas noted more often thanthe lack of any agreement. The funding of particula- nee& Was also in questiN-:
at States sought Answers about which agencies were responsible for providing
lArticular programs and services, especially medical And transition services.

Summa-rv-a-n-dConelusions

The number of handicapped children counted as receiving special education
and related services continued to increase during 1984-85; however, the increase
from 1983=84 wag jutt 8,044 children. Growth in the number of learning ditabled
children has stabi/ized significantly but does still increase. The 18- through 21-
year-old handicaPped population grew at a rate of 2.2 percent, while the groups
aged three through five and six through 11 grew at a 0.6 percent rate and the
12- through 17-year-old group decreased by 0.5 percent.

Nearly 5.8 million related servicet were provided to the approximately 4.4
million handicapped children and :,outh counted according t data collected for
the f irst time for 1984-85. Transportation was the related s , ice most frequently
provided, with over ond million services supplied. Diagnostic and psychological
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services were next most frequent, with nearly three-quarters of a million services
provided of each.

Nearly 92 percent of handicapped students were educated in regular school
buildings that provide them with contact with their nonhandicapped peers.
Approximately 6 percent of students were placed in separate schools, over 1

percent in residential facilities, and about 1 percent were served in home/hospitai
place lents. Data indicate significant variation in placement patterns based on a
student's handicapping condition.

States reported that over 274,000 special education teachers were employed
in the education of handicapped children and youth during the 1984-85 school
year, this represents an increase of 2 percent from 1983-84. States indicated that
nearly 23,000 additional teachers were needed. Over 226,000 related service and
other personnel were reported as employed, with over 8,000 of these personnel
needed.

Nearly 212,000 handicapped students were reported as exiting from school
during .ue 1984-85 school year. About 54 percent graduated, with 21 percent
dropping out, 4 percent reaching the maximum age, and 18 percent "other" (status
unknown, lost due to tracking, died, or otherwise not categorized). For these
exiting students, States reported over 461,000 services were anticipated to be
needed in the years following exit. Of these services, the most prevalent were
vocational training, counseling/guidancc, vocatielal placement, and evaluation of
vocational rehabilitation services.

States reported that nearly 450,000 students needed improved programs or
services. The following programs or services were frequently listed as needing
improvement: preschool programs, transition programs, evaluation and assessment,
rural ...;pecial education, interagency cooperation, personnel, and programs for
specific handicapping conditions.

In conclusion, this chapter has summarized State-reported data mandated by
Section 618 of EHA. In Inany cases, these data are being reported for the first
time since the enactment of the 1983 amendments to EHA-B. These data provide
a basis for enhancing the understanding of the extent of implementation of EHA-B
and for identifying continuing challenges. In the coming year, OSEP--working
with other agencies, organizations, and individuals--will be attempting to explore
fully these data and their implications for specific actions to improve programs
and services for handicapped children and youth.
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The Implementation of Key Provisions
of the Act Assuring the Rights of

Handicapped Children

Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA-B) requires that each
handicapped student receiving special education and related services have an
individua" :ed education program (Sections 602(19) and 612(4)). The individualized
education program (IEP) is to be developed (and reviewed at least annually) by
the child's parents, the chiA's teacher, an LEA representative, and where
appropriate, the child. The IEP document is to include statements of the child's
presc.nt level of educational performance, annual goals and short-term objectives,
specific educational services to be provided, the extent to which the child will
participate in the regular education program, dates for initiation and anticipated
termination of services, and appropriate objective criteria for determining whether
objectives are being achieved.

EHA41 contains other provisions that assure that the rights of handicapped
children will be protected. Section 615, the procedural safeguards provision of
the Act, provides parents the right to review their child's educational records and
to obtain an independent evaluation; requires that a surrogate parent be assigned
and other procedures established to protect the rights of the child whenever the
parents or guardian are unknown or unavailable; requires that parents be provided
written prior notice whenever the educational agency proposes or refuses to
initiate or change the identification, evaluation, or educational placement of the
child or the provision of a free appropriate public education to the child; and
requires that parents be provided an opportunity for an impartial due process
hearing if they have complaints in any matter relating to the identification,
evaluation or educational placement of the child, or the provision of a free
appropriate public education.

The IEP and procedural safeguards provisions of EFIA-B provide for
significant opportunities and stipulate certain rights to parents for involvement in
the education of their handicapped children. Under the IEP provisions, for
example, parents can play a key role, along with school personnel, in determining
the nature and extent of their child's special education and related services
needs, the services to be provided to meet those needs, and the setting in which
the child will receive those services. The right to be informed by the school of
certain actions it proposes to take, to review educational records maintained by
the school on their child, and to challenge or disagree with the school in a due
process hearing enables parents, to assure that their child's rights under the law
are protected. The effect of these provisions was to empower and entitle parents
to play a major role in the education of their handicapped children.

Previous Reports to Congress have documented the dramatic impact EHA-B
has had on the educational opportunities being provided to handicapped children
and youth, and the role Federal, State and local educational agencies have played
in achieving this success. A decade after the law's passage, we will examine the
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implementation of the opportunities and rights provided parents to participate in
the education of their handicapped children. This chapter will focus on two of
the aspects of tiarant involvement described above: parent participation in the
development and implementation of the individualized education program, and the
procedures employed by educational agencies for the resolution of disputes
between parents and schools.

This chapter presents information on the implementation, impact, and effect
of EHA-B procedures and rightt empowering parents to share with schools the
responsibility for their child's educational program. The chapter first briefly
describes eventt and forces which led to the establishment in EHA of _a
partnership between parents and the schools, and the opportunities and demands
resulting from thit partnership for parents of handicapped children. Neitt, this
chapter presents OSEP initiatives to assist parents in obtaining the knowledge and
skills necessary for participating with the schools in the educational process, and
to support the establishment of an effective parent-school partnership; In the
subsequent section; this chapter summarizes the experience of parents in the
development and implementation of their child's individualized education program.
Finally, the impact and effect of procedures implemented by educational agencies
tc, resolve differences between parents and schools are discussed.

Background

The entitletnent of parents to certain rights and opportunities in theeducation of handicapped children; as well as the entitlement of these children toa free appropriate public education, represented a major change in educational
policy. This change in policy has been characterized as the legalization of special
ed 'ation (Neal and Kirp, 1985). As an Approach to effecting change in public
policy, legalization has been uSed eAtensively in this century to establish the
rights of certain individuals to services or benefits under the Constitution and,
then, to provide Such individuals with the mechanisms necessary to protect those
rights. When proponents of change in public policy identify that established
institutional values; goils and priorities are inconsistent with the interests of
some segment of society, and when other Approaches have proven ineffective in
achieving the desired policy objectiveS, an approach based on legal concepts and
premises has been employed. The most notable use of this approach in thiS
century was in the civil rightS movement, which attained for racial and other
minoritieS equal rights and opportunities under the Constitution and secured the
protection of law to assure that these rights are upheld. This reliance on a legal
remedy has been one of last resort, employed when other efforts have failed to
proditce the desired result.

The enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(P.L. 94-142), which amended and became Part B of the Education of the
Handicapped Act (EHA), represented the culmination of such an evolutionary
approach to changing educational policy, undertaken by special educators and
parents to improve the educational status of handicapped children and youth.
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Many of tk.t reasons underlying professional and advocate initiatives to improve
services foi the handicapped are documented in the introduction ti the Act.
Included among them were that the educational needs of millions of handicapped
children were not being fully Met; that some handicapped children were entiralY
eXcluded fidm the public school system; and that for many handicapped children
in the schools; appropriate services were not being provided because their
handicapping conditions had not been identified.

In the decades preceding the enactment of EHA-El, efforts had been
undertaken by disability advocacy organizations and their State-level networks to
ediicate the public and schools as to the educability of retarded children; and to
the racially discriminatory testing procedures sometimes used to assign children to
claSses for the retarded. When these efforts resulted in what advocates perceived
as limited impact on the willingness of the public and the educational system to
improve services for handicapped children, they turned to the media and political
arena to increase awareness and stimulate action to remedy the lack of
appropriate services. While the momentum for change increased and the need for
improved services was more widely recognized as a result of these efforts;
Significant progress towards the reordering of educational priorities and goals
necessary to provide all handicapped children a free appropriate public education
was not achieved.

Having failed to attain their goals, advocates turned to the courts where, in
1972; litigative success was achieved in two landmark cases. First, the right to
education for mentally retarded children (E6,13,-liumiltnifD was established.
That same year the right to education was extended to :!1 handicapped children in
a :ccond court action, Mills v, Board-of-Education. The PARC and Milk decisions
decreed that handicapped children were to be afforded the right to education in
the least restrictive environment, and further established for their parents or
surrogates the right to due process. Litigation in other States followed rapidly,
establishing across the nation case law on the educational rights of handicapped
children.

While the right to education for ,T,:,,nidicapped children was being established
in the States, special educators and idvocates turned their attention to Congress
to secure Federal legislation v 7-doh would establish and protect the right Of all
handicapped children to a free appropriatr public education to meet their unique
needs, and provide the resources necessary to assist States and localities in
serving handicapped children. Althoush the courts had asserted that handicapped
children had a right to a free education delivered in the least restrictive
environment, the substance of that right remained undefined. In order to provide
that substance, and to do so within the context of local governance over
education, the IEP was chosen in Congressional debate and advocated by many
professionals as the mechanism for operat;mally defining childrens' right to
education. The IEP and the process specified for its development empowered
parents, acting on behalf of their handicapped child, to participate with school
officials in defining the nature and extent of the educational services required on
the basis of the individual child's educational needs;
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To assure accountability for the development and delivery of the
individuaiized educational program; a means of enforcing its provisions and of
assuring compliance with the intent of the law was needed. A method to assure
the accountability of the educational system based solely on agency or procedural
review was rejected in favor of a dual mechanism. First, State and local school
systems would be held accountable for compliance with procedural requirements of
the law through the means of agency review. And second, the right to due
process was incorporated as a way for parents and schools to assure
accountability with respect to the individual child in such matters as
identification, evaluation, provision of services; and placement. Establishment of
the right to due process was consistent with the conce7it of individual entitlement
as a means of ensuring compliance and, as such, provided forum for settling
differences between parents and the schools over the education of the individual
child. Thus. passage of EI-IA-B with its procedural safeguards and guarantees
represented the entitlement of handicapped children and their parents to the
right: and opportunities necessary to assure the provision of a free appropriate
Public education;

Defining education as an individual right, and assigning to parents a role in
defining and enforcing that right was in marked contrast to the way special
education had historically operated. EFIA7B shifted the 21-len tation of educatit. .
planning and the delivery of services from one managed primarily by educato,'
one_ in which school personnel and parents would share responsibility_ for mai'
decisions about the program and services the school would deliver, In _so doing,
the law changed not only the relationship between parents and the schools, but
also placed on parents new demands for skills and knowledge to enable them to
be effective in carrying out their roles and responsibilities in the educational
planning and programming process.

Literature and practice associated with parent involvement have addressed in
various ways the nature of the knowledge and skills parents require to participate
effectively in a partnership with school personnel, and tb safeguard the rights of
their handicapped children. There are common categories of information or
knowledge (e.g., evaluation, IEP development, placement), that parents must be
familiar with and understand in order to represent their child's interests and
exercise their rights. While the specific information the parent requires within a
given category is, in part, dependent on the nature of the decision or action
being taken and the parent's previous experience with special education, it is
generally agreed that the following broad types of information; at a minimum, are
essential:

the nature of the child's educational problems and needs;

the nature of the educational action, program or service,
being proposed or provided;

the nature of services and programs appropriate to meet the
child's needs;
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the steps in and procedures associated with the Special
education planning process;

1 parent and child rights and procedural safeguards; and

resources available to parents outside the school.

In addition to their need for information, varied and often unfamiliar skill§
are needed by parents to participate effectively in the edueational _planning
process._ These skills can be grouped into three broad_ categories corresponding to
the major functions parents perform in the educational decision making process:
providing input to school personnel; obtaining and incorporating information from
school staff and other sources; and making a judgment or decision on the basis of
available_ information; Critical to providing input in the planning process and to
having their perspectives clearly_ understood by school personnel are parents' skint
in selecting, organizing, and presenting relevant information about their child in
areas such as behavior and performance in the home. For example, in or ler to
assist school personnel in determining the need for an individual evaluation,
parents are often asked to describe the nature and extent of difficulties the child
experiences in daily living activities in the home and in social interactions with
family and friends. Later in the planning process, when parents and school
personnel establish educational goals for the child's lEP, parents again have the
opportunity to contribute their own ideas on what they want the school to
address through the educational r..ram The likelihood that the decisions
eventually reached in the plannin process will address parental concerns and
reflect their desires can be enhanced if parents are skilled in selecting,
organizing and presenting to school personnel information and perspectives which
represent their view of the handicapped child.

In order to understand the perspectives of schoOl personnel and the actions
they propose taking with respect to the handicapped child, parents must obtain
and incorporate information provided by school staff_ and others into their own
information and understanding about their child. Doing this effectively requires
skills of listening to information provided by others, asking questions to obtain
satisfactory explanations, and assessing this new information in light of their own
knowledge so that alternative points of view or options are clear. For example,
in order to understand the nature of their handicapped child's strengths and
weaknesses and their implications for required special education and related
services, parents need to understand the results of the various evaluation
procedures conducted with their child. To do so requires listening carefully to
the results presented by school staff and other professionals, seeking explanations
about how these results relate to the difficulties the child is experiencing, and
assessing this information in light of their own perceptions of their child's needs.

Finally, in order to join with school personnel in making a decision, parents
must make a judgment about the information available to them. Skills required by
parents to make such a judgment include evaluating the significance and
implications of what they know and have heard and reaching conclusions about
what services their child may require and in what setting. For example, in order
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to reach a decision about the placement of a handicapped child, a parent must be
able to evaluate alternative placements in light of their curricular, instructional,
and social implications for their child's education, These judgments provide a
basis for deciding whether to concur with the school's placement recommendation,
to negotiate for a different placement option, or to reject what the school has
suggested and, if necessary, to pursue the matter through due process procedures.

While some parents may require little or no assistance to acquire the
knowledge and skills associated with effective participation in educational planning
and programming, others require extensive support and training. Since the
enactment of EIIA-B, Federal, State and local educational agencies, frequently in
a partnership with parent and advocacy organizations, have engaged in a wide
range of initiatives to assist parents of handicapped children to take advantage of
the opportunities and rights available to them in designing and evaluating their
child's educational program. In the next section of this chapter, Federal
initiatives that have been ur iertaken to provide such assistance are discussed.

OSEPInitiatives -to Sunoort Parent Participation

Federal efforts to implement Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act
req0rements represent a comprehensive array of strategies designed to effect
cha Previous Reports to Congress have detailed Federal initiatives to improve
the ;inability of, access to, and quality of programs and services provided
hancapped children. The national progress being made to provide all
handicapped children a free appropriate public education has significantly been
enhanced by the expanding effectiveness of parents to participate and exercise
their rights in educational planning and programming for haklicapped children.
Recognition of the critical role of parents in the education of handicapped
children preceded enactment of EHA-B and has been an integral component of
Federal efforts to implement the Act;

Federal initiatives focLising on parents of handicapped children have been
designed to achieve three primary goals. These are:

To promote awarenesss among parents, educators and the
general public about the educational rights of handicapped
children, the potential capabilities of children with
handicapping conditions, and the educational and related
service opportunities available for handicapped children.

To assist parents in acquiring the skills and knowledge
necessary to effectively work with school personnel in the
planning, programming, and delivery of special education and
related services needed by their children.
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To assist parents in their efforta to access educational;
relat:-!ci employment, health, and social services required by
their hundicapped children And youth.

The Office 0. Special Education Programs (OSEP) through its discretionary
programs has provided information; training, and systems capacity building support
to address these goals. This section proviaes an overview of the four ma j-r
complementary and coordinated activities OSEP has supported to Provid,._
assistance to parents consistent with achieving the above stated goals.

Nationa-IInforrnation-Centers

For over a decade; OSEP has supported activities detigned to promote; on a
national basis; awareness about the educational righ/S of haneicapped children and
youth; their needs, and services available to Meet thei; needs, and to serve as an
information resource for parents and Others to assist them in providing
appropriate educational services to children with handicaps.

Lbok and the National Information
Center for Handicapped Children andY-00h

Since 1969, OSEP has supported the oPeration of a national information
center oti the education of handicaPped children and youth up to the age of 21.The goals of this center haVe been to increase awareness among parents,
educators, and opportunities for handicapped children; to stimulate inquiries to the
cehter regarding the education of handicapped children-, and, by serving as aclearinghouse, to provide information to persons c, lcerned with the education of
ilandicapped children;

Over the years, there have been tWo major components to the center'sactivity; First is a media outreach campaign Which has developed and distributed
public service announcementt to commercial and public television and radiostations at the local and national levels. The goals of the media outreach
activities have been to attract /he attention of parents and others, and to
stimulate inquiries to the center for information regarding the education of the
handicapped. The second component is a program which has developed,synthesited and disseminated information to assist in meeting the needs of
handicapped chi;dren. This program has developed the capacity to respond to
indiVidual inquiries and (7uestions as well as to distribute information which
addreSSes topics of widespread interest.

While the_goals_of the center have been conSiStent since it was first funded
under the name Closer Look ovei a decade Ago, its emphasis has changed over the

_'ars as educational rights, servite deliVery; and public attitudes have evolved.
Prior to the enactment of EHA;13, the center focused its media and information
programs on increasing the awareneSS of parents and the public in general about" ,leed to identify _children with special needs who might have a handicapping
..ondition, the availability of services to meet these special needs, and how to
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seek assistance in obtaining appropriate educational services. During this period,
tat center received thpusands of inquiries each year and responded with a
combination of materials published by disability organizations and by the .ccnier
itself; answering questions, giving advice; and sharing experiences among persons
concerned with the education of handicappeti youngsters. Although providing
service tc parents of handicapped children was a majol focus of its activity, the
center served also as a resource for educators and other professionals in their
attempts to understand the educational problems and needs of handicapr:d
children and to provide appropriate services.

With the enactment of EHA-B, the center expanded .:s media and
information programs to describe for parents and others the newly acquired
educational rights of handicapped children; to publicize issues and problems facing
handicapped children and the significance of receiving an appropriate education;
to improve the general public attitude toward; and understanding of; children with
handicapping conditions; and to advocate the integration of people with disabilities
into the community. In FY 82, the National Information Center for Handicapped
Childr,:n and Youth (NICHCY) succeeded the original parent information center;
with expanded responsibilities for providing information to meet the transition
needs of handicapped youth and to attract persons to a r.er in the special
education-related services field.

NICHCY, currently operated by Interstate Research A .ites of Rosslyn,
Virginia, provides a variety of information and other services to parents and
educators:

Response to sptcific questions from parents, professionals an.
other interesied parties;

Publications which address commonly asked questions about
the availability of servi,t1 and resources;

State-of-the-art publications which review current research,
program information, anr' effective practices;

Technical assistance to parent and profession 1 grou.Ds
provided through workshops, presentations, and consultation
to increase communication, coordination, and resource
sharing; and

Aid in encouraging persons to prepare for careers in the
special education and related services field.

Of the over 18,000 individual requests for information received by NICHCY
during FY 85 and FY 86, 55 percent were from parents of disabled children.
During this same period, over 60,000 parents, educators and others were reached
directly by information disseminated by the center. Through its inquiry/response
and publication programs, NICHCY is able to address a variety of topics of
current and emerging interest to parents and others. These topics include
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facts about different disabilities; including rare syndromes;

educational and civil rights, under Federal law, of persons
with hand;-aps;

community and local resources for parents and
educators tu duzess;

vocational and transition needs and resources;

least rc;i. ictive environment;

parents' guides to early intervention, vocational, and career
planning; and

alternatives for community living.

:n addition to answering individual requests for inforuLition from pal ems and
others, NICHCY conducts outreach activities designed to public-in its :?,-iformation
resourcet and to improve awareness about th needs of 4nd tervicet for
handicaPped_ children and youth; !rt Fy 85 and :1 86, NICHCY particiPated in
Over 45 conferences ;.)f parent_and educator groups and distribUted public service
announcements to approx'mately 700 television and 2,500 radio ttclt.oi s on the
abilities of persons with handicaps and on careers in special education.

111A11-13sakvir&Seata

The demand for and increase in educational . 7' ices for handicapped studentt
during the last decade has not been linlited to s,:uctents of school age. Many
insUtutions Of higher education and other ,AzieRtlanal and training facilitieS
nationcv:dt. have been developing specialized r,rg %ins and services which enable
Students with disabilities to participate in postsecondaly ethication oPpoitUnities.At students leaving the public school system and their faiip.."iies explored
Postscnool options; many found it difficult to locate information about the
postsecondary education options available that Would ProVide the support and
other services they might need in order to attend educational and training
programs. To improve the ability of institutions of higher education and other
postsecondary programs to serve students_ with disabilities and to helri those
Students and their parents locate appropriate places to study, OSEP joined with
Zgencies in the private sector in 1977 in awarding funds to the Ainerican Council
on Education for the creation of Project HEATH, an information resource on
postsecondary educational opportunitiet.

During its :initial years of operation, Project HEATH provided technical
aStiStance primarily to institutions of higher education designed to improve -Service
delivery to disabled students. Since 1980, the HEATH Resotirce Center has been
supported entirely with Federal funds and since 1984 has operated t',e National
Clearinghouse on Postsecondary Education for Handicapped Indiviea: under the
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authority of Section 633 of Part D of the Educatirn of the Handicapped Act as
amendcd by P.L. 98-199.

The HEATH Resource Center serves as an information exchange for disabled
siadents, their parents a,id advocates, and educators about educational support
services, policies, procedurcs, adaptations, and opportunities for postsecondary
education. The center maintains and disseminates information about coP.-ge and
university programs, as well as on programs administered by vocational-technical
schools, adult education programs, independent living centers, and other training
entities after high school. i order to reach as many interested _persons as
pos3ible with its information resoui,es, the clnter employs a variety of strategies.
Outreach activities te publicize the avail./ t.-; icy of its information resources and
services for disabled ihviduals are conducted through thc use of print and
electronic media, and through direct contac::. with orsr=.nizations and associations
serving disabled ind:vidnals and their lition, the center develops
and disseminates fact sheets, monographs. vs' .;rs, ,.nd resource directories on
request. Finally, the center respond!, ij ,,,,ti;4f^r inquiries to its toll-free
telephone number with counseling and information. In FY 85, the center received
over 15,000 telephone anu written inquiries for information 0...ated tc
postsecondary crication issues and the disabled. Among the writer's recent
initlAves have oeen its focus on devel.: oinr lnd disseminating information about
p stsecondary educatinn options for persons who are severely handicapped,
traurna,ici.,ly held injo severely learning disabled, and 'those in transition from
school to working life.

F'frent T ining, Pro ieo,s.

The opportunities for parent involvement in the educational process and
critical role of parents as advocates, teachers, and decision makers that emerged
With the enactment of State and Federal laws focused the attention of policy
makers and administrators at all levels on tri,: to directly assist parents in
acquiring the skills and knowledge which would enable them :to effectively
participate wit' the schools in the education of their children. Since 1975, the
Federal govern.nent has funded parent organizations and coalitions of parent
organizations to strengthen their capacity to provide training to parents of
handicapped children for acquiring the knowledge and skills necessary to
participate in their children's educational program.

iIn 1975, OSEP awarded its fiiLt grant for parent training n the State of
Massachusetts where the educational rights of handicapped children had been
established in the previous year with the enactment of Chapter 766. Located at
the Federation for Children with Special Needs, a coalition of parent
organizations, this project provided information and assistance to parents
regarding their children's rights under the new State law, how to access
educational opportunities for their children, and how to serve as their child's
representative in the educational planning and programming process. Through its
training activities and individualized response to parents, the Federation's project
demonstrated the effectiveness of parents assisting other parents to acquire the



knowledge, skills, and confidence to work effectively with the educational system
to meet the nceds of their children.

The success of Ids pilot project led OSEP to expand itS support to parent
coalitions for training and information activitiec tnrough its recruitment
and information r )gram, OSEP awarded cor t:- ,r.fcnt coalitions lorited in
five States In a, Illinois, New Hampshire; ..acktusetts, and Ohio. These
projects, designed , strengthen the ability of established organizations to meet
the emerging ne, as of parents of handicapped children, developed parent training
programs and ir ormation services to assist parents to become active and effective
partners in the educational procesS. In addition to serving parcnts within their
own States, these projectS Served as models for the formation of parent coalition
projects :n other States With whom they shared their experiences and knowledge.

In 1977, OSEP established parent training as a priority Within its personnel
preparation program and set-aside funds to support new projects designed to
further expand parent training opportunities. Competitive grants were awarded to
both coalitions of parent organizationS and universities to develop approaches to
meeting general and specialized training needs of parents of handicapped children.
Support for parent training continued as an administrative priority within the
personnel preparazion program Until the enactment of PI,. 98-199 which in 1983
authorized a program Of giants, to be administered um. -r Part D of EHA, for
parent organizatior projects and establiLhzd a set-aside o 10 percent1 of funds
appropriated for Fart D for such projects. The purpose of these projects is to
provide training and information to parents of handicapped children and youth,
and to volunteers who work with parents t.o enable them to par,icipate more
effectively with professionals in meeting k.,c educational needs of handicappedchildren and youth; To improve accesS to parent training and information
services; grants under th.gb program were to be distributcd geographically, to the
greatest exfr it possible throughout all the States, and wcre to serve parents on a
Statewide )r regional basis. Projecta funded under this program assist parents to

Better understand the nature and needs of the handicapping
conditionS of th,!ir children;

Provide follow-up support for their handicapped child'S
educational programs;

Communicate more effectively with Special and regular
educators, administrators, related Services personnel, and
other professionals;

Participate in educational decision making processes including
the development of thc child's IEP;

Obtain information about the programs, services, and
resources available to their handicapped child and the degree
to which they are appropriate; and
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Understand the provisions for the education of handicapped
children under the Education of the Handicapped Act.

In FY 86, 49 grants to parent organizations in 40 States were being funded
under this program. These projects are supported in their efforts through an
OSEP contract with the National Technical Assistance to Parents Program (TAPP),
which is administered by the Federation for Children with Special Needs in
Boston, Massachusetts. The TAPP project provides technical assistance to the
Federally funded parent projects as well as to other parent projects through its
national_ office and four regional centers located in Georgia, Minnesota, New
Hampshire; P. rd the State of Washingt in. Since its funding in FY 84, the TAPP
project has conducted two national meetings annually _on such topics as least
restrictive ironment, transition, and child atw.se and neglect; has conducted
regional wor,,shops attended by representatives of parent organizations in 13
States; and has collaborated with other national organizations and projects in
sponsoring special purpose meetings on issu.: in service delivery to handicapped
children and youth. In addition to its conference activities, the TAPP project
assists parent organizations to improve their management and training capabilities,
and develops and disseminazes methods and materials to meet the special needs of
parents; such as military personnel, who traditionally have been underrepresented

e3rent training activities.

Ys ton-Se r-v-ice

Despite tIe availability in many communities of a broad range of educational
and other service options to assist families in necing the diverse needs of their
handicapped child, there is no single source of infornitition to which families can
go to find out what these services are, where they are located, and how and
when they should be accessed.

To assist parents io identify, locate, and access services to meet the needs
of their handicapped child, a Federal initiative was undertaken in 1978 to support
the development of local models that would facilitate the match between
individual needs and services. Known as Direction Service, projects were funded
in over 20 communities with the goal of developing locally appropriate procedures
and approaches for aiding parents to obtain and coordinate services for their
children. These projects were intended to develop and demonstrate the
effectiveness of the direction concept and, when Federal support ended, to
develop local sources of funding to continue their operation. Although these
projects were unique in that they virved different communities with diverse
populations and service structures, they shared four service components:

Re-source Information System; a comprehensive; upfto7date
system of information about services, programs; and other
resources available in the community to meet the needs of
cilerit
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Intake and Assessment, a coordinated mechanism for parents
to discover, interpret, or re=examine their child's needs. The
procedures utilized addrest the broad spectrum of educational,
;lealth, social, and recreational needs that are short- or long-
term in nature, anticipated as well as unexpected.

dirc.? assistance to parents that helps
them identify their options, choose the ones that are right
For them and their child, and then take the necessary steps
to get the proper mix of services.

Eg4 NgatUil, the process of monitoring the family's chanri
circumstances, and ensuring that there exists a set of
consistent family and child oriented check-points to assure
that the child is getting the necessary services. Follow-up
also involves checking to see :hat, over time, services are
appropriately addressing the child's needs

In 1981, When the ,nodel development and demOnStration projects were
completed; the focus of Federal support fOr direct:4in service shifted from
development to technical _assistance. That Year; a contract was awarded to
Morgan Blashf kW, Inc. Of NOrth Andtver, Massachusetts to analyze the experience
of the model projeett, deteriba procedures and practices found to be successful,
promote awareness abotit directi;.n service nationally, and provide technical
assistance to community agencies :r.bd. organizations interttted in implementing and
adaPting the direction service concepu

In FY 85, OSEP awarded a Cooperative Agreement to the National Parent
CHAIN to estabnsh a National Direction Service Assistance Project (NADSAP)
which would continue to provide technical assistance for the_ implementation of
direction serViee activities in new States and communities. The NaDSAP project
provides assistance to State and local parent and professional serviceorganizations which want to integrate direction service activities in theiroperations. During the first two years of project operations, NaDSAP has worked
with organizations in eight StateS: Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Ohio,
Oregon, Virginia, and West Virginia.

The NaDSAP project has assisted States and local communities to develop
direction service sites and to increase their capacity to meet the service needs of
handicapped children and their families. With assistance provided by the project,
legislation _was implemented in Illinoit to Provide direction service through the
State library network, enabling parents and professionals local access toinformation on Service availability. In Colorado, NaDSAP participated in the
establishment of the COlOrado Disabilities Resource Center which plans te develop
a Statewide data- base oh local services. In three other States participating in

-roject, NaDSAP technical assistance has contributed to the development of
d, tion service operations in nearly 20 cornm :it'Acs. In other States which have
more recently joined the project, NaDSAP as,,istauce is focusing on increasing
awareness and organizational capacity fo; implementation of direction service.
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Regional Resource-Centers

OSEP supports six Regional Rt. Li.rce Centers that assist State and local
educational agencies in developing qual. -y programs and services for all
handicapped children by providing consuLation; technical assistance, and training.
A major goal of Regional Resource Centel (RRC) activity is to provide assistance
tO. the States w improve information dissemination to and training for
professionals and parents of handicapped children (EHA Section 621(a)(4)).
Parents from each State participate as members of the advisory group of each
RRC providing consultation, recommcnudtions; and leadership along with State
Directors of Special Education in determining needs and priorities fOi- RRC
activities The RRCs have contributed to enhancing the senioc capacity of State
and local educational agencies and parent organizations Further; they have
provided training designed to improve the effectiveness of the school/parent
partnership in educational planning and programming. These efforts are
illustrated b; tLe f ollowing FY 1986 RRC activitieS.

Through broad-based participation and collaboration of all
Northeast State educational agencies, Federally funded parent
.sitistance projects and special education professionals, the
Northeast Regional Resource Center convened multiple
regional and State ,..onferences and disseminated
State-of-the-ar information to approximately 1,500 parents
and profession=ls to improve the quality of family and school
relationships and individualized programs for handicapped
students. For example, approximately 150 family members
and school personnel from the region attended a conference
entitled "Special Education Rights and Responsibilities:
Families and Schools Making It Work." The conference
focused on strategies to improve the quality of relationships
between families and schools in irder to meet tl.t. special
education needs of students and avoid negative effects of
adversarial relationships and proceedings. Parents and
educators who attended this conference from New Hampshire
ret Irned home and formed the State's Parent/Professional
P:. tnership Steering Committee. The objectives of thit

mittee include the development of a State Parent
A," isory Group, response to parent/professional partnership
neL _s as thoy arise, and the development of a handbook for
parents and professionals.

The Great 1Lake Area RRC assisted parent organizations in
five of the seven States in the region by d....veloping
computerized service provider data bases. These data bases
provide parents as well as teachers, related service personnel,
administrators, and other agencies access to information on
the availability of specialized ser-ices available in the region
for children with disabilities.
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The Western RRC each year sponsors a conference forparents representii.; State level coalitions of parentorgznizations within the region. T1*.; FY 86 conference,
attended by State Directors of Special Education and parent
coalition repiesentatives, addressed the implications of
cultural characteristics, such as child rearing practices and
approaches to disability and health, of _even ethnicpopulations served in the region on the delivery of
educational _services to handicapped children. As a result ofthis conference, training is being planned for local level
educators and parents in three of the States in the region,
including California where 700 persons in the State's Special
Education Resource Network will_ be trained. The trainingwill focus on designing and implementing protection in
evaluation procedures, p:c;-c-dural safeguards, and programs
which are responsive to ethnically and culturally diverse
children and families.

Summary

The projccts described above ; .:p.esent Federal initiatives over more than adecade designed to enhance OK. abi:...io; of parents of handicapped children ane.youth to effectively participate ,.-,c4te for, and obtain educational programsof their _children. Over the 4 decade, these projects haVe also beensupplemented and supported by other OSEP projects designed to deVelop and testnew approaches for parent involvement in the education of handicapped children.For example, under the _Handicapped Childten't Early Education Program, a varietyof =Wets have been developed for parent involvement in educational deciSion-making, advocacy, and service delivery for preschool_age children. Under OSEP'sresearch program, projects have examined the_ effectivenesS of alternativestrategies for delivering parent training; increasing the involvement of minorityparents in their childrene education; and involving parents in the delivery ofeducational services. Together, OSEP's support for direct services to parents andfor the production of new knowledgc related to ;ncreasing the effectiveness ofparent involvement have contributed to efforts nationally to enable parents crhandicapped children to participate with 'educators in providing appropria'eeducational opportunities to all handicaPPed children and youth.

Parent Invol,entaiitin the Individualized Educ-ittion-Rebgrain

A review of the legislative history of the_law, regulations impleme. !ing thcAct, and the subsequent_ interpretation of the IEP requirementF icsd b, thz U.SDepartment of Education (1981) indicateS an expectation that parcnv' wot.ldequal participants; along with school perSonnel; in developing, rt ie g ancirevising their child's individualized education program and -4,- ,ald take an act.,,,epart in discussions and decisions regard:1g their chil,fs progrvm. Althwigh
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legislative history contains limited reference to the assumptions underlying parent
participation, an analysis of_ this history concludes that Congress intended to
provide for parent participation for two reasons (Turnbull, Turnbull and Wheat,
1982). First, parental sharing of inforMation would provide a broader perspective
of the child as well as enhance the PrObability and capacity of families to
promote the child's educational prograin at hOMe. Second, parent participation
Was designed as an enforceable right, enabling Parents to safeguard the interests
of the child within the education system aad to ho/d Schools accountable for the
program they provided.

Three distinct roles were envisioned for parents (Turnbull and Turnbull,
1182). These roles and their underlying assumptions were that

parents should be part of the educational process from which
they had been so often removed - a belief in the role cf the
parent as a decision-maker;

parent participation should increase the appropriateness of
educational services provided - a belief in the role of the
parent as ad_vocate and ni-tector of the child's educational
rights and interests; and

parents should be involved in the education of their child at
home = a belief in the role of parent as teacher.

Since the enacto. ent of EliA=B, Se Veral implementation st-dies have examined
parents' experiences related to these rolet in the planning, delivery, and
evaluation of their handicapped child's educational program. The parent as an
active Ind equal partner with school personnel in the education of the
handicapped child has been the standard against which much of thiS research has
been conducted. The majority of studies which have examined the nature and
extent of parent participation waS cOnducted during the early years of
implementation, a period during which parentt and educators were establishini,
their new relationship and developing procedures Ind Strategies to support an
effective parent/school partnership. The portrait depicted bY thetd studies is not
a single image of the parent as an active a. d equal participant but rather,
mu1tiple images reflecting a diversity in parent responses to the opporturies for
involvement provided by the law. Thit diversity Suggests heterogeneity among
parents and variability in their itxterest and capacity to pariicipate in the
e.lucational planning and prrarammIng process. Each of the Parent roles--parent
as deciSion maker, as protector and advocate of the child's rights, and z-

acherarc examined below in 1.ght of data from such studies on Parent
.nvo/vement since the Act was implemf

patol-ts--as Decision

he iieliet It e,-t Id share the rights ..:nd responsibilities as

de:c;si n I. :ers talk' : ri . P.,' of the education process is based on two
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asst (Turnbull and Turnbtilli 1982). Firs -. at parents want to be
educational decitiOn making and; when F opportnnity, will taker;sge of it; and second, that attending the mc.L ng ,n plan their child's 1EP

; enable parents to ParticiPate in decision ma,. ing. Data frorn Several studiesof parent involvement in the IEP process suggest significa t variability in theextent tO Which these assumptions hold trut.

in a national survey of individualited education 1,tograms (1980) conducted bythe Research Triangle Institute (RTI), eachers reported that in 70 pereent of thecases, parents provided no intint iii the preparation of the IEP. Other Studieshave found_ that *hilt parent attendance is fairly high, parent Participation inactual deciSion making is Very limited. An observational analYSiS of IEP meetings(Goldstein et al., 1982) found that the majority of parent Contributions in the IEPMeetings were on the topic of personal/family issues, not on such educatiOnal
issues as evaluation, placement, and curriculum. In its final report of A 5=year
stud:i of the implementatiOn Of EFL4,-B in 16 LEAs, SRI Internatibrial (1982)indicated that while the quantity of parent involvement increaSed significantlyafter enactment of the law (Le., the number of parent-school contacts increased,including_parent attendance at IEP meetings), the law had a smaller effect on theqUality of parentrschool interactions. SRI International reported that five yearsafter implementation; parents often did not make substantive contribUticins todecisions concerning appropriate programs and services for their children.

The limited nature of parent ir -ilvement in 'P confe:ences and in thedecisions made there hove been_ attriliute.'. in part, , the attittide and practicesof some School personnel _who attend conduct IEP ineatings. For examp1e,several studies of pupil planning in spe,lp.' as well as general education iivefound that many school personnel belie.e parents should contribute informat onabout their child but should not or cannot effectively participate in anysubstantive way in the decision Making process. The translation of thiS attitudeinto practice_ may result in Only liniited opportunity for parent particiPation. Forexample, in an observational study of 34 IEP meetings, school perSonnel stated thepurpose of the meeting in only 35 percent of the cases and specified whatdecisions were to be made id only 12 percent of the Meetings; parents were neverasked their understanding of the purpose of the meeting or what theirexpectations were regarding the conference; parental input was requested byschool staff only occasionally, and then usualiy to obtai7-_ verification of anobterved problem or behavior; and in only 27 percent _of the meetings was thelanguage used judged to be at a level parents could undersiand (Y.sseldyke
Algozzine,and Mitchell, 1982). Further, several _studies have reported that in t:.emajority of IEP conferences, the IEP was completely prepared ;.)rior to themeeting; during the meeting, Parents were asked to tevievi the IEP andrecommend changes to school personnel. Presenting parents With What mayappear to be decisions the school has already reached rather thanrecommendations, and ine fe'ure to directly communicate and Provide appropriateopportunities for involvemenc, can obviously limit parent participation in the IEPdecision making process.
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While in some cases school personnel inhibit or preclude active parent
involvement in IEP conferences and decisions by their at:itude or behavior,
reSearch findings also suggest that parents vary in their interest in being active
as decision makers. The SRI International final report on the longitudinal Study
found, bated on interviews with parents and school personnel; thai some parents
did not contribute to decisions because they lacked adequate knowledge about
program options Dr because they were intimidated among school personnel they
perceived to be the experts. Others, however, abstained because they believe that
educational decisions are the appropriate responsibility of school personnel,
beca;.se they genuinely trust that school staff know what is best for their child,
or because they are apathetic or experience other constraints On their ability to
participate.

In another study (Lusthaus, Lusthaus, and Gibbs, 1981), approximately IOU

parents of children served in resbtirce and special class clacements were asked the
type of involvement they desired (i.e., no involVernff!i, giving and receiving
information; and having control over decisionS) in each Of nine decisions related
to their child's education. Half or the parents sampled indicated that in decisions
related to such matters as evaluation; class placement, and -tudent grouping for
instruction they preferred a role of giving and receivir!', :Iformation. Control
over decisions was desired by a majority of parents i such matters as
determining the type of reCorda that Should be kept ato7.1t their child, medical
services for the child, and transfer of their child froth one to another.

Although the nature of parental participation
decision-making process may not be what was originally cm.. it a s to
satisfy some parents and represent their desired level of particiion. The SRI
study concluded that *hile parent involvement in many cases has not had _a
significant impact on the handicapped child's educational programming, it has
served to increav parent awareness about what their child is doing and to
increase communication between parents and the Schools. The effecte of this
parental participation have been reported in several studies as dem:- . Lating a
positive relationship between parent involvement and their commitment to the
decisions made, and parent satisfaction with their child's educational program
(RTI, 1980; Say; McCollum, and Brightman, 1980; Polifka, 1981). The findings
from these studies apPear to suggest that structured contacts which focus school
personnel and parents on the net.'s and program of the handicapped child have
beneficial outcomes for the child, Parent, and the school.

Par=.5_15 ProtectQrs and_Mivocales

Several assumptions underlie the belief that parent involvement insures the
caild's rights to an appropriate education. First; parents can improve the quality
of decisions made by teachers; second, parents are effc,:ctive advocates for
insuring the acccuntability of the school system; and third, parents will represent
the intereSta of their child without regard to their own interests or to the
interests of other members of the family (Turnbull and Turnbull, 1982).
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Experience in the implementation of EHA-B has shown that many parents are
highly interested and successful in being advocates for their handicappped
children. However; the assumption is not supported that all parents believe their
child needs to be protected from the educational system_ or that all parents will
function as advocates, thereby insuring their children's rights and schools'
accountability (Benson and Turnbull, 1986). Many parents view the school with
confidence and as an ally in efforts to meet the needs of their handicapped
children. For example, in a recently completed study of special education funding
and service delivery in Massachusetts, overall parent satisfaction with special
education was high among the 78 parents interviewed in 12 communities; a large
majority of parents interviewed reported positively on aspects of the special
education process; from the identification of children in need of service to IEP
meetings; and the delivery of services (Massachusetts Senate Committee on Post
Audit and Oversight; 1986). Sixty-six percent of the parents interviewed for this
study reported that the school had identified their child's needs for special
services, and over 70 percent further indicated they had ,;xperienced no difficulty
in obtaining services for their child. In another study, 65 percent of parents of
Mildly and moderately handicapped preschool children sampled identified the
importance of finding competent professionals so they could take a break from
the educational responsibilities for their child as being a factor in .heir choicc of
a preschool (Winton and Turnbull, 1981).

Parental ability to serve as an advocate for their handicapped child requires,
in part, that parents have adequate knowledge regardin cuch matters as their
rights and the rights of their child, and the school's special education procedures
and_ programs. As documented in prPvious Congressional reports, school districts
have implemented extensivc. efforts to provide such information to parents
including written brochures describing steps in the planning process, printed
statements detailing parents' rights and procedural safeguards under Federal and
State law, and verbal elaboration and explanation of such information by school
staff at various1 points during the educational planning process. Yet, some studies
Of implementation suggest that despite such efforts some parents do not have
command of the basic knowledge considered necessary to represent their child's
interests (SRI International; 1982; Massachusetts Senate Committee on Post Audit
and Oversight, 1986). In the Massachusetts study cited above, for example, parent
knowledge regarding their rights under State law and the nature of their child's
special education program was determined to be highly variable even though
school districts had sent appropriate letters to these parents and parents had
attended meetings with school staff who had provided further explanations. While
73 percent of the parents interviewed were aware they could reject a part of
their child's educational plan and 66 percent knew they could request a copy of
test records; only 37 percent of the parents; whose involvement with special
education ranged from one to 10 years; wr aware of their right to an
independent evaluation at school expense: urther; many of the parents
interviewed for this study lacked knowledge of what their children's needs were
and the types and frequency of services their children were receiving.
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Some parents appear to be uaconvinced that their contributions can
significantly improve the quality of ..-ecisions made by teachers. While they can
contribute information about their child and concur with the school's
recommendations, some parents express a lack of self-confidence and the skills
necessary to function as equal partners with school personnel whote specialized
training and experience qualify them to addrets issues related to assessment,
cUtriculum planning, and behavior managerrient. The Massachusetts study found
that while parents were concerned with their Children's education and wanted to
know what was going on; a prevalent assumption among them was that, regarding
their children's education, the school knows best. Authors of this study
concluded that this assumption by parents, combined with their limited knowledge,
has led some to withdraw, abdicating their decision making to the School.

;The ability of parents to represent the interests of their child without
regard to the needr and interests of themselves and other family members is a
chalk:ngc- for parents in general and, perhaps, more so for some parentS of
handiczpped children. Families of children who have handicapping conditions are
often faced with a unique stt of problemt at they attempt to adapt to the
presence of handicapped children Vvithiz the family; and at the same time, such
familic; are ulbject to the same pressures and tensions that every family faces
(Gil .nar; Beckman and Cross;_ 1983). Ccmpeting demandr on their time
resulting from work and responsibilities for other children, the added financial
costs that some parents of handicapped childrcn may experience, and the attentinti
and structure -hat may be requircd in the home in order to manage and care for
their handicapp(J child arc but a few of the factors that contribute to stress
experienced by ss:me families of handicaPped children. The desire to protect their
haniicapped d from failure or rejection; or to reduce stress wit'n the family
can lead parents to i.dvocatc for programs and placements which educators might
vieW as too restrictit.° or otherwise inappropriate, given the educational goals
they have for the child (Turnbull and Turnbull, 1982). Given the interdependence
of_ the family system; it may be unreasonable to expect parentS to Separate
entirely the interests of their handicapped child in the educational planning
process flora those of the family at large.

snts as Teaclica

Underlying trio; belief that involvement in the development of .heir child's
educ,aional progg am would assist parents in supporting their child's educational
program at home wa.: an assumption that handicapped children will experience
greater progress wh.: n pao ents and teachers implement a coordinated instructional
aPProach (Benson alic% Turnbull-,_ 1986). There is little doubt that parents teach
their children throw their daily interactions and that consistency between the
home and school can ; ;.;,. of t enefit to the child's continued progress in achieving
educational goals and ob.;..Ptive,. In fact, research has shown that many parentS
of young_handicapped children have achieved impreSsive aucceas as teachers of
their own children, by providing cOntinuit:), opportunity for practice and
reinforcement (Turnbull and Turnbull, 1982; McConkey, 1985).
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However, being an effective teacher of one's own child can be a formidable
undertaking, for some parents requiring skill acquisition, restructuring of the
home environment, and realigning of family priorities. Depending on the nature
and extent of the child's needs and competing responsibilities in the family that
require parental attention, serving as teacher can a!so be stressful. While some
parents have or can acquire the knowledge, interest, and resources necessary to
actively carry educational approaches over into daily living situations in the home,
it appears that others may prefer .mare limited involvement or may prefer to
emphasize aspects of their child's development which receivo less attention during
the school day (Turnbull_ and Turnbull 1932). While parental support for
educational goals is desirable and worth working towards, it is evident that not
all parents can or will choose to deliver the educational program in the home.

The cumulative experience of parent& in the education of handicapped
children as described in studies of implementation suggests theie is considerable
variation in the nature and extent of parental involvement in the development and
implementation of individualized education programs. While some parents have
assumed an active and equal role in their partnership with the schools, others
have taken on a more limited form of involvement -- some by chaice, some
because they have not had appropriate opportunities to acquire the skills,
knowledge and confidence they need, and some because opportunities for
participation have not been provide& The challenge to educational agencies,
organizations, and individuals interested in improving the effectiveness of the
parent-school partnership is to help parents recognize that they have expertise
that is valuable to their child's educational program, that they can acquire 1th e
skills and knowledge necessary for* participation, and that they have both a right
and responsibility to participate in whatever ways possible for the benefit of their
handicapped child.

Dispute Resolution-

In establishing the due process provisions of EHA-B, Congress recognized
that differences could arise between parents and schools over the educational
program of _the handicapped child. In the legislative history of P.L. 94-142,
Congress expressed the expectation that the due process provisions of the law
would provide parents and schools an alternative to the judicial system and the
courts for resolving such differences over a handicapped child's education. No
longer should the courts be the main arbiter of differences between parents and
the schools. As an alternative to judicial recourse, framers of the law viewed the
due process hearing as a means of providing a relatively informal, inexpensive and
prompt remedy when agreement could not be reached in the educational planning
process (Clune and Van Pelt, 1935).

Traditionally, due process hearings have been used to guarantee atcuracy in
fact finding, participation in decision making, and the perception of fairness to
persons faced with the potential loss of liberty or property through acts of
government (Friendly, 1975). The procedures and rights specified in EHA-B are
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based on established principles of administrative due process and,_ as such, satisfy
all the major elements of due process generally thought to be essential to a fair
hearing (Kuriloff, 1985). Section 615 of EHA-B provides that both parties in a
dispute have the right to be accompanied by counsel; to make written and oral
arguments; to confront, cross-examine and compel the attendance of witnesses; to
receive a_written or electronic verbatim record of the hearing; and to receive a
written account of findings of fact. Further, the hearing decision must be based
on the strength of the evidence provided within the context of the requirements
of the applicable State and Federal laws. A recently enacted amendment to
Section 615, the Handicapped Children's Protection _Act of 1986, authorizes the
award of reasonable attorney's fees to parents or guardians of handicapped
children who prevail in due process hearings or in subsequent civil actions.

Previous reports to Congress have detcribed various aspects of the
implementation of the due _proceSS proVisions of EHA-B._ These have included
descriptions of the types Of educational issues over which_ parents and schools
disagree, hOW States select,_train, and review the performance of hearing officerS,
And procedures States employ to assure the timely LI.:.plementation of hearing
decisions._ In addition; these earlier reportS indicated that while States_ had
clearly developed the capacity to implement the due process hiearing_procedures,
unanticipated outcomes had occurred. In particular, these reports indicated that
hearirgs had become both more adversarial and costly than had been originally
anticipated.

This report examines in more detail these unanticipated outcomes, based on
the findings of implementation studies conducted over the last several years on
the legal orientation of due process procedures. Next, study results related to
parent and school perceptions regarding the fairness of and their satisfaction with
due process hearings as a means of resolving educational disputes are presented.
Finally, findings on the use and impact of mediation procedures as a pre-hearing
alternative for resolving educational disputes between parents and the schools are
discussed.

Due Process Hearings

_ It was anticipated that the due process hearing would afford schools and
parents a relatively informal and costefficient means to settle_their differences
over matters associated with the educational program of a handicapped child.
Evidence from several studies conducted since the implementation of the due
process requirements of the EHA-B suggests, however, that due process
proceedings have taken on the climate and characteristics of judicial proceedings
(Budoff and Orenstein, 1982) and, for the schools and for some parents, involve
considerable financial cost.
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Ugatgrientation and Costs of Hearings

The reliance on legal professionals, and the extensive use of witnesses and
exhibits by both parents and the school characterize due process hearings in
several States. For example, special education due process hearings in several
States (e.g., New Jersey) are conducted by the Stzte court of administrative law
which is responsible for conducting such proceedings across departments of State
government. The operational procedures of these courts are distinctly legal in
nature, where hearings are conducted by administrative law judges serving as
hearing officers. In other States, only attorneys have been eligible to serve as
hearing officers (e.g., Florida, Nebraska, North Carolina, and Virginia). Given
their background and training, it would be expected that their preference for the
conduct of hearings would lead them to reliance on practices reflective of legal
proceedings. However, even in States 1where hearings are conducted by
educational agencies themselves and where educators and others whose background
is not legal serve as hearing officers (e.g., Michigan), hearings are increasingly
described as formal, adversarial proceedings characterized by their legal
procedures and adherence to legal principles (Simpson, 1984).

Studies on the implementation of due process hearings in special education
as well as analyses prepared by some State educational agencies on hearings
conducted in their States suggest that attorneys play a major role in the
resolution of educational disputes serving either as parent or school
representatives in a sample of hearings conducted in 1983-84 in a State which
that year held nearly 300 hearings, attorneys represented parents in 89 percent of.
the hearings and advocates represented another six percent; school districts in
this sample were represented by attorneys in 815 percent of the cases (RIEP, in
progress). In another State that same year, the SEA reported that in the 18
hearings conducted, attorneys represented school _districts in 61 percent of the
hearings and parents in 67 percent of the hearings; parents in that State
represented themselves in _only 17 percent of the hearings that year (NASDSE,
1985). In all hearings conducted in a third State before 1983, parents represented
themselves in only five percent of the hearings, used attorneys 81 percent of the
time, and used advocates in the remaining 14 percent of the cases; while school
districts in the same hearings employed legal representation at a signficantly
lower rate, attorneys were used in nearly 47 percent of the cases (Davis, 1983).

In numerous studies, parents and school officials who have gone to a due
process hearing report that legal or advocate representation is essential for both
sides because of the technical nature of the hearing proceedings, the need to
clearly organize and present each side, especially in cases where the issues are
complicated, and to equalize the perceived imbalance between parents and the
schools in the hearing process. LEA administrators surveyed by one study
confirmed the importance of counsel for both parties in a dispute, but reported
that legal representation was responsible for enhancing the adversarial nature of
hearing procedures (Romano, 1982).
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The extensive use of witnesses, both from inside and outside the school, and
the importance of written evidence in establishing the facts of the case
contribute to the legal orientation of the due process hearing. A recent study of
a sample of hearings in one State found that all parties called witnesses in
presenting their cases (RIEP, in progress). Witnesses testifying in hearings on
:he parent side averaged three (ranging from one to six), and on the school side
averaged nearly five (ranging from one to 10). These findings are largely
consistent with the results of a study in another EState on a sample of hearings
conducted in the 1980-81 school year (Simpson, 1984). This study found that the
average number of witnesses for parents was 3.8 (ranging from 0 to 10) and for
schools was f iv: (ranging from two to nine).

Another factor contributing to the legal climate of due process hearings is
documentation. The RIEP study found that the number of written documents,
sei ving as exhibits, submitted in each case averaged 28 for parents and 29 for
schools. Such documents included the child's educational plans for several years,
progress reports, teacher assessments, school and independent evaluation results,
letters between parents and school personnel, and treatment reports of
professionals outside the school.

Parents and school_districts experience financial as well as emotional costs
related to the hearing process. The financial cost of using attorneys, calling
expert witnesses to prepare and present testimony, and managing each party's
case can be significant both for school districts and parents. Added to these
costs are those associated with administering the hearing, such as for preparing
transcripts and expenses of the hearing officer. However, when contrasting the
relative ability1 of parties in the dispute to finance their case, parents believe
they bear the heavier burden. They contend that the school district often has
the resources of the organization to finance hearing costs while parents often
must finance directly the costs they incur (Simpson, 1984). Whereas school staff
and attorneys can prepare for and participate in a hearing during the course of
their work day, parents must frequently take time off from work to obtain an
independent evaluation, arrange for witnesses, develop their case, and attend the
hearing.

Few studies have examined the cost of due process hearings ta parents and
school districts. The _Third Annual Report to Congress reported school district
hearing costs ranging from $750 to $4,500 to cover the expenses of attorneys and
school staff who prepare and present testimony at the hearing; and for parents
costs of $1,000 to $3,500; primarily for attorney fees and expenses. One State
surveyed by NAM:4E in 1985 reported that in 25 hearings recently conducted in
that State, the average combined costs to parents and schools was $7,000;
hnaring costs in this State ranged up to $17,000, and parties were accompanied in
all hearings by attorneys. In a study of hearings conducted at the local level in
1980-81 in another State, hearing costs, direct and indirect, reported by school
districts ranged from approximately $1,000 to $16,300, with the average being
nearly $6,000 (Mange and Hcnley, 1982).
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In contrast to the financial costs, the_ emotional costs associated with the
due process hearing cannot be quantified. However, both parents and educators
report that participation in a dud process hearing_can produce stress and anxiety.
Parents report that the emotional costs of_ using the hearing system are high
(Budoff and Orenstein, 1982), resulting from professionals' questioning their
motives, from the pressure of developing and presenting their case, and from what
sometimes seem to be endless delays in obtaining and implementing a hearing
decision. Similarly, school personnel report experiencing loss of morale and
self-confidence when their professional judgment is publicly questioned and when
their interest in the child's welfare is impugned.

Fairness and Satisfaction-with-D-ue-Process Procedures

Of prime importance in determining the effectiveness of due process
procedures is the extent to which they achieve the goal of providing a fair means
for reaching an appropriate iesolution of an educational dispute. Studies
conducted to date have not provided an objective assessment of the fairness and
appropriateness of due process hearings in resolving disputes regarding a child's
educational program. In fact, such assessments are particularly problematic
because of_both definitional and measurement issues. For example, while it would
be possible to define fairness to mean that due process hearings are equally
accessible to all parents of handicapped children, or that they operate in such as
way_ that both schools and parents are equally able to influence the hearing
decision, such definitions are difficult to measure. All parents may have been
informed of their right to due process, but may not understand when to exercise
it or may choose not to do so because of a reluctance to confront the school or
to incur the financial costs.

Determining whether due process hearings result in appropriate decisions is
equally difficult, particularly in light of the subjective nature of the term
"appropriate." Not only can parents and educators be expected to hold differing
views of what is an appropriate program, given the unique perspectives from
which they view the child, but there is evidence to suggest that professional
educators, working under ideal and non-adversarial circumstances, cannot always
agree on either the assessment or placement of a handicapped child (Kuriloff,
1985). Studies conducted to date have focused primarily on the extent to which
parties to a dispute believe that they have been accorded their rights under law,
whether they believe they were each treated equitably in the process, and
whether they believe that the decisions rendered were based on the evidence
presented.

Several studies conducted since 19t2 have examined the perspectives of a
sample of persons who have participated in special education due process hearings
regarding the fairness of this proceduie and their satisfaction with their
treatment and the decision that was rendered. While these studies have certain
litaitgtions (e.g., use of small, non-random samples of hearing participants and
reliance on retrospective perceptions of their experience without verification of
fact), their results, based on experiences in different States, provide largely
consistent results regarding parents' and school administrators' perceptions of the
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fairness of hearing procedures and their satisfaction with the appropriateness of
the due_ process hearing as a means of resolving educational disputes. In two of
the studies cited, hearing decisions were reported to favor schools over parents in
two out of three cases (Goldberg, 1985 and Romano, 1982). In a third study,
schools were successful slightly more of tcri than parents (Simpson, 1984).

;tr&sijmcillatta. The majority of parents report they had been accorded
many of the due process rights to which they were entitled under law (Goldberg,
1985 and Romano, 1982). For example, most reported they had received notice of
the hearing_in time to prepare their case and had been provided access to their

records to use as evidence, although in both studies many parents reported
that the school did not provide adequate explanation of either the hearing
procedures or such records as their child's evaluation results. Further, 45 percent
of parents in one study reported they were not informed of the availability of
legal assistance or independent evaluation (Romano, 1982), and, in another, only
27 percent of the parents had learned of their right to request a _hearing from
school personnel (Simpson, 1984). In explaining their failure to inform parents of
certain of their due process rights, some school officials reported there seemed no
need to do so if the parent had already secured the assistance of an advocate or
legal counsel.

The majority of parents and school officials believe they or their
representatives_had the opportunity:at the hearing to present most or all of their
case_ to the hearing officer; although, in general, parents reported they had lets
opportunity than did school officials. Goldberg and_Romano report that More than
95 percent of school administrators indicated they had the opPorttinitY to present
all or most_ of their case in_ the hearing, while ih the SiMpson and Goldberg
studies 40 and 19 percent of the parents, respectively; reported thty had no
opportunity to present their side of the tate. Parents cited various reasons for
their response regarding the adequacy of the opportunity they had to present
their cate. SOine parents commented that having chosen to be represented by an
a-di/skate in the hearing; they themselves were limited in what they could say and
when they could speak. Others reported that the hearing Officer litnited the
presentation of their side of the case because of time constraintt (SiMPtori, 1984).

A majority of parents and school officials believe they were treated fairly in
the hearing process. However, parents were significantly less positive in this
respect than were school officials. For example, while most (90 percent) school
officials believed that the hearing had been conducted fairly, only half of the
parents shared this perception; further, 40 percent of the parents indicated that
hearings were totally or substantially unfair (Goldberg, 1985). Romano reported
that 35 percent of the parents he studied indicated 2 belief that their hearing
officer did not act in an impartial manner, while one-third of the parents in
another study indicated that the hearing, regardless of hearing outcome, had not
been conducted fairly by the hearing officer (Simpson, 1984).

Two of these studies compared participants' perceptions of fairness to
hearing outcome. While one found a significant correlation for both parents and
administrators between their perception of procedural fairness and hearing
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outcome (Goldberg, 1985), the other found no such correlation (Simpson, 1984).
The comments of the majority of parents in these studies indicated they believe
that hearing officers were knowledgeible, applied the rules of the hearing
consistently to both parents and school personnel, and treated each side with
respect._ In contrast, parents who did not believe they had been treated fairly
reported that hearing officers seemed, on the basis of the questions they asked,
to have reached their decision about the case before all the evidence had been
presented, and, in some cases, did not follow the established rules.

Parents, in contrast to most schooL officials, disagree about the extent to
which the decisions rendered by hearing officers were based on the evidence
presented at the hearing. While 81 percent of school administrators were positive
in this regard (Goldberg, 1985 and Romano, 1982), only half the parents in one
study (Goldberg, 1985) and 60 percent in another (Romano, 1982) agree that
decisions were totally or substantially based on the evidence presented. For both
parents and school administrators, one of these studies (Goldberg, 1985) found
that their perceptions regarding the basis for the hearing decision was
significantly correlated to hearing outcome. While over 90 percent of
administrators in these two_studies_reported that the hearing officers adequately
explained the basis for their decision, somewhat fewer of the parents agreed.
Parents in one study claimed that the terminology used in the decisions was often
legalistic and the decision itself vaguely written (Romano, 1982).

Participant satisfaction. In rating their overall satisfaction with the hearing
process they participated in and with the hearing results (based on a 7 point
scale from none to total satisfaction), one study found significant differences
between school officials and parents (Goldberg, 1985). Whereas over 80 percent
of school officials were more than half satisfied with both the hearing process
and outcome, only 38 percent of the parents shared this satisfaction. For both
parents and administrators, hearing outcome was significantly correlated with_ their
overall satisfaction with the hearing process and results. Total dissatisfaction
with the hearing process_ was reported by 49 percent of the parents and 9 percent
of the LEA administrators. In another study, similar findings were reported
regarding parental satisfaction with their hearing experience (Simpson, 1984).

While citing some problems, these studies indicate that a majority of school
officials and parents who have used due process as a means of resolving
educational disputes report that it is largely an equitably administered procedure.
They further report that as a safeguard of the child's educational interests it is
an essential protection that should not be abridged. Its value is seen not only as
an ultimate protection but also as a form of leverage for use by both parties_ in
their deliberations over the child's educational program. However, neither group
reported the due process hearing to be a good way of resolving their differences.
In one study (Goldberg, 1985), 67 percent of parents and one-third of school
officials in retrospect considered the hearing to be a negative means of settling
their differences, while 47 percent of school administrators and 11 percent of
parents found it to be positive. This study found no correlation between hearing
outcome and participants' opinion of the hearing as a fair means of settling
differences. Although 73 percent of the parents interviewed for another study
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(Simpson, 198_4) said they would use due process again if other forms of disputeresolution were not available, 40 percent asserted that the hearing was not a goodway of resolving the educational dispute.

_ The studies cited above, along with several conducted earlier and reported inprevious reports to Congress, create two distinct views on the implementation ofdue process procedures. On the one hand, due process is considered by schooladministrators and parents to be an essential and necessary guarantee of thechild's right to an appropriate educational program and the parent's right tochallenge the recommendations of the school. On the other hand, however, as aresult _of its legal orientation, many parents and administrators who haveparticipated in a due process hearing consider hearings to be ill-suited toresolving educational disputes. Among the negative aspects reported by bothgroups are the loss of control over decisions affecting the child, the developmentof adversarial attitudes and tension between school personnel and parents, and thepersonal and organizational resources that are required.

For some parents and schools, the due process hearing represents Ahe firsttime they have substantially disagreed about the educational program of ahandicapped child. However, several studies have documented that for many thedu :. process hearing is only the public acknowledgement of long-standingdifferences and a history of disagreement that has existed between the school andparent (Budoff and Orenstein, 1982). Poor communication, lack of trust, delays inacting, and the lack of a cooperative attitude by either party are only of few ofthe _factors that characterize the relations between some parents and schoolpersonnel. While the due process hearing may put an end to a particular dispute,for some it does not end the conflict that has evolved over a long period of time(Fiedler, 1985; Budot f and Orenstein, 1982).

AlverSarial methods of resolving differences are not well suited to conflictsbetween: parties who will have a ebritinuing relationship (Yoshida, 1979; Fiedler.,1985). Saci methods can be divisive and focus participants attention on__winninrather than an solving probleint of mutual interest. unless a child__moves orotherwise changes programt, it is likely that after a_ hearing Parents and schoolofficials will zd to wOrk together, particularly as the Child's needs _change overtime._ Yet, some parents and school persohnel, the due process hearingappears to ti.o .h `le t5 resolve long-standing conflicts between them or tofacilitate cooperatIve i;.1,d constructive relations in the fUtdre

Limitations and consequences associated with due process have led manyparents and educators to recommend that alternatives for resolving educationaldisputes be sought and implemented (Fiedler, 1985; Goldberg, 1985; Simpson, 1984;Budoff and Oranstein, 1982). Chief among such recommendations are training forparents and educators to improve their problem-solving and communication skillsand, thus, minimize the development of conflict; pre-hearing conferences in whicha hearing officer _or other neutral party can help disputing parties consideralternative solutions to their differences; and alternative, less adversarialprocedures for resolving disputes such as mediation. Over the last decade, manyState and local educational agencies and parent organizations have implemented
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these and other procedures for limiting and resolving conflict. The following
section examines the effect of one of these procedures, mediation, which is being
used increasingly as a prior step to due process hearings for resolving disputes
between parents and schools.

Mediation

The Sixth_ Annual Report to Congress cited various procedures designed to
facilitate the resolution of educational disputes between parents and the schools.
Among the pre-hearing alternatives commonly implemented by States to facilitate
dispute resolution is mediation. While neither mediation nor other procedures
designed to facilitate the resolution of educational disputes is mentioned
specifically in P.L. 94-142, a comment to the regulations related to the due
process provisions of the law noted that mediation has been found by some States
to be successful in resolving disputes (Section 300.506). This commentary
suggested that the use of mediation could be considered as an intervening step
prior to a due process hearing, so long as such use did not deny or delay a
parent's right to a due process hearing.

The use af mediation as a procedure for resolving disputes between parents
and schools has expanded since the law was enacted. In 1976, Massachusetts was
the first State to incorporate mediation procedures into its due process system.
In a 1982 survey of State educational agencies, NASDSE found that 11 States had
incorporatoi mediation or a similar form of pre-hearing dispute resolution process
into their special education regulations, either as suggested procedure or as an
option that must be offered to parents and schools. _ At that time, another 22
States reported that the SEA encouraged the use of pre-hearing alternatives
through nonregulatory means. To support the implementation of such alternatives,
SEAs developed training materials, offered training for mediators, and/or
developed operational guidelines for conducting mediation proceedings.

A study of due process hearings and mediation in special education in 48
States (Hudoff, Orenstein, and Sachitano 1986) found one year later than the
NASDSE survey that in the 1982-83 school year 13 States had regulations in place
that specifically encouraged _or required that pre-hearing dispute resolution
procedures be _offered to parents and schools. This study further found_ that 18
SEAs had established mediation programs designed ta assist parents and schools to
resolve _their differences prior to resorting to a due process hearing. In addition,
this study identified _four other States in which no _formal SEA program had been
established but where on an informal basis SEA staff sometimes become involved
in efforts to settle differences between parents and school personnel prior to a
due process hearing; such interventions may occur at the request of parents or
LEAs, or at the suggestion of the SEA in States where the SEA receives
notification that a dispute has developed or a hearing has been requested.

This expansion of SEA efforts to broaden the alternatives available to
parents and schools for the resolution of disputes that arise in developing and
delivering an appropriate educational program for a handicapped child appears to

83 103



have emerged for two major reasons. First was to permit schools and parents anopportunity to settle their differences without incurring the costly, adversarial
and emotionally taxing experience nf the_due process hearing, structured as it ison procedural detail and rules of law. Second was to permit disputing parties torepair or preserve a level of respect and communication that would enable themto work together productively in future educational planning efforts for thehandicapped child.

Three studies, either recently completed or still underway, have examined the
effectiveness of mediation programs administered by SEAs. One of these,sponsored by the National Institute for Dispute Resolution (Singer and Nace,1985), examined mediation programs in two States. The second, currently beingconducted by the Research Institute for Educational Problems, Inc. (RIEP, inprogress),_has surveyed due process and mediation practices nationally. Finally, in1985 NASDSE surveyed administrators of SEA mediation programs in five Statesand parent advocates in two of these States regarding implementation of themediation process. The findings and implications of these studies related to the
goals, procedures and outcomes of SEA mediation programs provide the empiricalfoundation for this section.

Terms such as negotiation and comproMite ire frequently used to describe
how differences are resolved and agreementS achieved using the mediation process,For mediation in special education, negotiation seems to place too mtich emphasisupon a particular Strategy which is often_ associated with thanagemew-labordisputes. The ittues in special education mediation dO not involve just twopartieS Seeking benefits or reduced costs; they involve the development of anappropriate educational program for a child Which consists of multiple andsometimes complex service components, restilting fibm agreements forged out ofsomedmes differing perspectives among and between educators and parents.During mediation, the focus is the chila's best _interest which the Mediator _ischarged with protecting. Compromise,_unfortunately, suggests that Parties may beconceding Or givitig do important points and, possibly, jeopardiiing the welfare ofthe child. Neither term denotes effectively the prObleiri=solVing nature of themediatiOn process.

The SEA representatives surveyed by NASDSE (1985) indicated that, althoughparties_may have to change their positions in order to reach a satisfactoryagreement, neither must feel that they lost an important point. Rather, one SEArepresentative characterized the primary _goal _of mediation to achieve resolutionof the present dispute through the collaborative efforts of both parties working inthe best interest of the child. If such collaboration can be achieved, themediation process Will, hopefully, enable parents and school personnel to worktogether productively in their future educational planning efforts.
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In the three studies of special education mediation, several variations in the
procedural implementation of mediation programs administered by SEAs were
found. The mediation process is triggered in any one of several ways, depending
on the State and its due process procedures. A request for a due process hearing
in some States, or parental rejection of a child's educational plan in others,
initiates the mediation process. In such States, mediators or other SEA staff
contact school personnel and parents to determine their willingness_ to attempt to
resolve their differences through mediation. In other States, particularly those
where due process hearings are conducted at the local level, parents or school
personnel must initiate contact with the SEA to indicate their interest in
mediation. The RIEP study identified one such State where the SEA heavily
advertises its mediation program throughout the State. The SEA attempts to
schedule the mediation as soon as possible so that the parties' right to a timely
hearing is not abridged. The parties may waive the Federal 45-day timeline
(CFR 300.512(a)) between a request for a hearing and the hearing decision, and on
occasion do, in order to utilize the mediation process. Prior to the mediation,
the mediators in some States familiarize themselves with the history of the
dispute and each party's position through discussions with the parents and school
staff; in others, mediators make no attempt to learn more than the basic nature
of the dispute until the mediation proceeding when both parties are present.

While some variations in the mediation proceeding exist, such as their length
and _how mediators structure specific elements of the proceeding, the mediation
process typically begins with a joint session between the parent and school
personnel. The mediator emphasizes the principles of confidentiality and
flexibility underlying the mediation process and focuses attention on the collective
interest of all parties to achieve agreement about the child's educational program.
The mediator establishes him or her self as a facilitator whose role is not to
impose a settlement but, rather, to assist the parties to resolve their current
differences. Having established their role, the mediator requests the parents to
describe their child, the_ disputed issue(s), and what they desire as an appropriate
resolution. While a parent adviser or advocate may bc present, parents most
often speak for themselves (R1EP, in progress). The school is then asked to
present_their position and the reasons for their recommendations. During or after
these _presentations the mediator intervenes as necessary with questions and
comments to further clarify and define the specific differences bet*een the
parties and to identify the issues to be addressed. This definitional phase is of
particular importance because its outcome, a clear statement of the issues to be
mediated, becomes the focus of subsequent dialogue between the mediator and
each party.

m iWhile disagreements are sometimes resen at this nitial joint session, more
typically the mediator next meets privately in caucus with each party to discuss
tho_issues, to examine alternative solutions, and to work out each aspect of the
agreement. It is at these private sessions where differences among school
personnel may surface, where the mediator may test the limits and flexibility of
each party's position, and where give and take can occur in an environment that
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is nonthreatening. The mediator shuttles_ back and forth between the two parties
communicating progress towards a settlement until either an agreement or impasse
appears to have been reached. This cycle of joint and private sessions may occuronce, or may he repeated several times when opportunities for face to face
dialogue between parents and school personnel seem advisable. At a final joint
session, the agreement is outlined, committed to writing by the mediator and
signed by each party. In some cases, final agreement is postponed to permit
parties to consider options that have been suggested or to obtain additional
information.

The mediated agreement usually consists of statements of what the parties
agree to without the findings of fact and law_that are included in due process
hearing decisions, and in some States becomes part of the child's IEP. If either
party fails to implement their part of the agreement, the parent and school mayreturn to mediation or, more likely, proceed to a due process hearing. If amediated agreement cannot be reached, the parties may reconvene to continuemediation at a later date or proceed to a due process hearing.

Role and trainina ofmediatom SEA representatives and parent advocates
report that the role- of mediator is a demanding one. In the five States surveyedby NASDSE (1985), the mediators were usually SEA employees who haveprofessional and administrative experience in either education or other humanservice fields. Some have other SEA responsibilities while others serve only asmediators. In amother State studied by the NIDR (1985), mediators work oncontract to the SEA. Backgrounds of mediators in this State include attorneysand former school administrators and teachers.

SEA representatives surveyed by NASDSE (1985) identified a specific set ofdesirable qualifications for mediators. _ They must have knowledge of specialeducation laws, regulations, and their interpretations to ensure that agreementsthey draw up are legally consistent with State and Federal requirements. Theyneed to_ have sound problem-solving and interpersonal skills because they_ musthelp the parties identify those issues_that can be resolved and those that cannot;in addition they often need to provide information to parents who are uninformedabout or less experienced than school personnel with school and educationalpractice. However, mediators must tread a fine line between helping parentsparticipate more effectively and die perception that providing such informationcompromises their neutrality._ Further, mediators must be informed aboutcurrently available service and program options throughout the State in order tosuggest alternatives that may not have been considered by the disputing parties.Finally, they must be skilled in writina clear, understandable, and preciseagreements which the parties can follow and measure implementation against.

This latter skill was highlighted by parent advocates as being especially
important (NASDSE, 1985). They reported that a vaguely or imprecisely writtenagreement is harder to implement to each party's satisfaction than one whichclearly articulates who will do what and when. Advocates surveyed ad led that ifthe agreement is not satisfactorily implemented, the parties may lose trust in each
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other, disown the mediation rrocess and, rather than attempt mediation again,
proceed to a due process hearing to pursue their dispute.

Given this demanding role, most SEA representatives reported to NASDSE
(1985) that they conduct extensive training programs which differ more in length
than in content or approach. Training is an ongoing process, beginning with an
initial training where prospective mediators enroll in workshops which range from
1 to 3 days. Depending upon the background of the candidates (only one State
recruited individuals with extensive mediation experience but not necessarily in
special education disputesl, training sessions cover the concept of mediation and
its place in the due process system, special education laws and regulations, and
various dispute tzttlement approaches and techniques. During these sessions,
cE.ndidates observe videotapes of mediations and participate in simulations of
mediation.

Candidates are then assigned to an experienced person in order to
co-mediate a dispute. Eventually candidates mediate their own case while an
experienced mediator observes. Even with careful preparation, tome mediators
experience problems, usually reported to the SEA by the ditputing parties; after a
review of their performance, where justified, some are removed. Those who
remain meet to discuss changes in and interpretations of the law _and more
effective ways of handling particular types of issues Or situations. In four of the
five States surveyed by NASDSE, mediators are encouraged to attend workshops,
such as those oiTered by a national professional organization of mediators, to
develop skills to improve their dispute settlement skills. In the New England
region, special education mediator§ have formed their own association to improve
their skills and to bolster professional identity (RIEP, in progress).

Parent and school representation. Whether to consult with an advocate or
attorney prior to going to mediation or to bring such an advisor or a friend to
the mediation proceeding is a k:ecision parents and-schools face. In its study of
special education mediation in two States, the NIDR reported that whether their
concerns aro real or imagined, parents clearly think that achools have
significantly more power than they_ do. Parents they interviewed pointed out
repeatedly that school districts are experts in the law and the procedures, while
parents_ are uninformed and inexperienced. Further, parents reported feeling
overwhelmed by the number of school personnel who are present it some
mediations. This study reported that while the district director of special
education may attend the mediation alone after being briefed by staff, others
bring the entire IEP team or those staff who are considered most knowledgeable
about the issues under consideration. While schools are encouraged to bring only
those staff whose presence is needed to reach an agreement, it is reasonable to
assume that for some parents any imbalance in the number of persons in
attendance may result in their feeling overpowered, insecure, or defensive.

Based on the perspecti ves of parent advocates (NASDSE, 1985), it appears
that an advocate or advisor can play an especially important role prior to
mediation. They can help parents to review their child's records, educational
plans, and past communications with the school, help parents to narrow and
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identify their specific issues, and help the parents to determine the program,
service, or action they want. This consultation can be of benefit to parents not
only in focusing their concerns but also in exploring alternatives which they may
not have known _about or considered. Further, a parent advisor can play an
important role before the mediation by informing paretV n about their rights under
Federal and State law and about _what these law!, prohlt*Pt and require. Prior to
the mediation, a well-informed advisor can help the parentt atsets what the
likelihood of their position would be if they eventually chooSe to pursue their
dispute in a due process hearing. As a result, prior consultation with an informed
advisor can markedly improve parent confidence and ability to effectively
participate in the mediation proceeding and to assess the reasonableness of the
agreement that is reached.

The mediator can and sometimes does provide advice to_ parents within the
bounds of his or her neutrality. Parent advocates cAoted, however, that there are
limits to how much the mediator can be expected to counsel and inform parents.
Especially in cases Where parents are unclear about or unable to articulate their
issues, or where they are unfamiliar with school practice and programs, advance
preparation results in _more efficient use of the mediation proceeding and assures
that all relevant parent concerns are surfaced and addressed. Some SEA
representatives as well as the parent advocates in the NASDSE (1_985) study
reported that the moral support provided by the presence at mediation of a parent
advisor or a friend, thcir ability to remain unemotional, and their ability to speak
for parents when needed are important considerations for parents in determining
whether to seek advice and/or representation at a mediation. While mediation is
intended as a forum for parents and school personnel to reach an agreement in a
setting where legaL maneuvering and strategy have little or no place, the process
has a procedural structure that is new to parents and represents for many an
encounter with school staff with whom relations may already be strained or who
are perceived to have the upper hand.

hLt-ftcmitt_e_diatirp-A

The success_ of mediation as a process for resolving special education
disputes is difficult to assess. The studies cited above on SEA-administered
mediation programs provide some preliminary evidence of the extent to which the
intended outcomes of mediation are being met. Their findings indicate that the
process permits parents and schools _to settle differences in a lets costly,
adversarial, and emotional manner, and that mediation contributes to the
maintenance or development of productive relations between parents and_ school
personnel considered important in ongoing educational planning for the
handicapped child. The fact that parents and school_ administrators choose
mediation over a due process hearing at a high rate and a significant portion of
mediations result in settlements is_ one indicator of its success (Singer and Nace,
1985; NASDSE, 1985_; Budoff and Orenstein, 1982). _The extent to which mediation
is used in selected States, the costs_of mediation to the parties involved; and the
satisfaction of education administrators, parents, and parent advocates with the
mediation process are discussed below.
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Lyatau2flit In 14 of the States surveyed by RIEP, 56.7 percent of the
parents and schools agreed to mediate their disputes after filing a request for a
due process hearing in the 1983-84 school year. SEA representatives surveyed by
NASDSE reported that in the 1984-85 school year, parents and schools agreed to
attempt to resolve their dispute through mediation in 70 percent of the cases
where a due_ process hearing had been requested. Further, three States in the
NASDSE study reported a decline in the number of due process hearings after
mediation became a widely available alternative. One State reported 400 due
process hearings in 1977 and 138 in 1982; representing a 66 percent decline; a
second State reported 105 due process hearings in 1980 and 30 in 1984, a decline
of 71 percent; the last State reported that an average of 360 due process hearings
were held in each year from 1980 to 1982 while 241 hearings or 33 percent fewer
were _held in 1984. Attributing this decline tG the use of mediation, however, is
conjectural since the NASDSE study (1985) did not directly focus on the reasons
parents and schools selected mediation versus a due process hearing.

The RIEP and NIDR studies examined the settlement rates of
SEA-administered mediation studies. The RIEP (in progress) findings indicate that
75 percent of the mediations conducted in 1982-83 resulted in agreements between
parents and the schools. In States which conducted more than 50 mediations that
year, the settlement rate ranged from 60 to 70 percent In many of the States
which historically had conducted relatively few hearings, RIEP found that
mediation had virtually replaced due process hearings. Six States with fewer than
17 hearing requests settled 94 percent of them through mediation and conducted
few or no due process hearings. The NIDR reported that in one of the _States it
studied where mediation had been operating_for over years, the procedure was
successrul in_ resolving disputes in 45.5_percent of the cases in 1981; 60 percent in
1982; and 68 percent in 1983; In that State, the percentage of all cases filed
each year that are resolved through mediation also increased. In 1981_, 26 percent
were resolved by mediation and, by 1983, this figure had increased to 37 percent.

In another State that was included in both the NIDR and INASDSE study,
mediation resulted in the successful resolution of 70 percent of all requests for a
due process hearing several years ago. By 1982-83, however, this rate had
stabilized at 51 percent. The NIDR reported that this decreased resolution rate is
attributable to two developments. The first is an increasG in the_difficulty of the
issues presented; it appears that at _least some of the easier cases are settled by
parents and schools without recourse_to mediation or due process. The second
development cited by NIDR was local revenue restrictions which require some
districts to have a hearing officer's decision as justification for any significant
new expenditure.

SEA respondents in the NASDSE study (1985) reported that parents and
schools seem less likely to select mediation over a due process hearing under
certain circumstances. Reasons they cited for going directly to a due process
hearing included cases in which
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the parties have been engaged in a long-standing dispute
over many years, are unwilling to discuss the case any
further, and want an impartial person to determine the
outcome;

the parties have rigid positions and have clearly indicated an
unwillingness to change their positions;

attorneys, many of whom generally endorse the use of
mediation, desire to "set a precedent" in a due process
hearing or avoid the introduction of a less desirable option
at mtdiation which might later weaken the case if it goes to
a hearing;

other governmental agencies which are involved in disputes
do not want to share in expenses for a student's program,
preferring to take their chances in a hearing; and

parents are seeking tuition reimbursement after having
unilaterally placed their child in a private school.

Wediation costs. Regardless of whether requests for due process hearingsare directly affected by mediation, mediation reduces _the costs and burdens ofusing _a State-level due process dispute settlement procedure. The cost to theSEA for conducting a mediation proceeding in these States for such items as the.nediator's salary, travel and per diem is considerably less than for comparablecosts_associated with a due process hearing. While the hearing officer typicallyspends a _substantial amount of time after the hearing reviewing the testimony andexhibits presented by witnesses and _meparing the written decision, the mediatoris of?en able to prepare the agreement before the mediation proceeding ends Thefive SEA representatives in the NASDSE study (1985) report that mediation usuallycosts parties less than $500 wid that this outlay is directly attributable towhether the parties use attorneys or advocates who charge fees.

The use of parent advocates Or attorneys varies widely, both within andacross States. Across the 18 SEA-administered mediation programs surveyed byRIEP,_ parents were represented in 50 percent of the cases, more frequently byadvocates than by attorneys. Based on limited data from the NASDSE and NIDRstudies, whether parents are represented at mediation is greatly influenced by theavailability of well-publicized advocacy services. When contrasted to the costsof a due process hearing cited earlier in this chapter, the mediation processappears to cost participants substantially less.

Participant satisfaction. That parents and schools opt for mediation prior AOa due process hearing in well over 50 percent of the cases in the States surveyed
by NASDSE, NIDR, and RIEP suggests that mediation is regarded as a positive andpreferable procedure by many. Based on interviews conducted with local schoolofficials, NIDR reported that administrators are positive about mediation,particularly when contrasted with a due process hearing. School officials cited
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the financial, emotional, and personnel costs of a due process hearing, as well as
the destruction of positive relations between parents and schools that so often
results from a hearing. With regard tö parent satisfaction, NIDR findings were
also positive. Their participatory role in the decision process, the feeling that
their concerns _were listened to, and the neutral yet supportive role of the
mediator were aH cited by parents as reasons for their satisfaction. While some
parents expressed negative reactions over such factors as the cost (where paid
advisors were used) and the perceived stigma of having disagreed with the school,
NIDR reported that even these parents said they would use the process again if a
dispute arose in the future.

Parent advocates surveyed by NASDSE in two States 1reported that the
mediation process is highly ;.:'2,:ctive, not only as a means of achieving a mutually
satisfactory resolution to a _current problem, but alsn because of_ its positive
impact on future_relations between parents and school personnel. As a result of
the structured discussion with school representatives that takes place at
mediation, parents were reported to obtain new insights and better understanding
of the developmental implications of their child's disability, as well as the context
and constraints within which the school operates.

Further, mediation provides parents the opportunity to gain new knowledge
and to practice skills which prove useful to them in subsequent contacts and
meetings with the school regarding their child's program. Parents who use
mediation were reported to feel more confident than before in their ability to
represent their child's interests in the future, to feel less intimidated by school
procedure, and abk to communicate more effectively with educational
professionals regarding their_ child's needs and services. It appears that the
increased trust, goodwill, and respect that often develops between parents and
school personnel who have participated together in mediation are vital to their
ongoing relationship in the education of the handicapped child.

The studies of SEA-administered mediation programs provide preliminary
evidence to suggest that mediation is a workable and satisfactory process_for a
significant portion of_the parents and schools who are not able to reconcile their
differences within the educational planning process. These studies indicate that
mediation is often the procedure of choice for resolving disputes, that it
decreases substantially the cost of achieving agreement, and that, in many cases,
it improves the ability of parents and schools to work effectively together in the
future.

The success of this less _formal, adversarial and costly procedure has
reinforced the _belief of many_special education administrators and parents that
good dispute settlement procedures should not be reserved for the time when
parties' differences escalate to the point that formal intervention by an impartial
hearing officer is necessary. The SEA representatives and parent advocates in
the NASDSE study noted that a history of misunderstandings and ineffective
communications between parents and schools, rather than substantive differences,
are at the heart of far too many disputes that go to mediation or hearing. This
recognition highlights not only the important role that knowledge and skills can
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play in facilitating parents' ability to work_ effectively within the school-based
educational planning process, but also the continuing need to assist school
personnel and parents acquire more productive communication and problem-solving
skills.
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Assisting States and Localities in Educating
All Handicapped Children

A major goal of the EHA-B State Grant Program_is to assist States and local
educational agencies in providing _a free appropriate public education for all
handicapped children. This assistance is provided through two primary funding
systems: (1) entitlement programs such as the EHA-B State Grant Program, State
Operated Programs for the Handicapped, and the Incentive Grant Program, and
(2) discretionary grant programs authorized under the Act.

This chapter describes the three entitlement programs and provides examples
of innovative ways in which the _States _and local educational agencies are using
these funds to improve and expand_services to handicapped children. In addition,
a number of examples of activities supported by the discretionary programs are
described in which projects receive Federal support to encourage and improve the
coordination and cooperation between_ multiple potential_direct service providers.
These projects illustrate the nature of national effort being made to address the
complex service delivery needs characterizing early childhood, secondary-
transition, and nowullout special education service delivery. Finally, Federal,
State, and local expenditures for special education by the States are specified
with particular emphasis on the variation among States in expenditures for the
1982-83 school year.

Funds for Serving All Handicapped Child-ren

Each annual report to Congress on the Education of the Handicapped Act is
required to provide information on Federal, State, and local expenditures. This
section of the report describes and provides numerous examples of the ways in
which funds generated by the ERA-B State Grant Program, ECIA (SOP), and
Section 619 Incentive Grants are used by the States in order to increase and
improve services to handicapped children and youth.

Erititlement Programs

EHA-B State Grant Program

The EHA-B State Grant Program distributes funds on an annual basis to eachState based on the total number of handicapped children reported by their
respective local educational agencies as receiVing special education and related
services on December 1 of the previous fiscal year; The funding for the EHA43
State Grant Program has increased from $251,700;000 in _FY 77 to $1,163,282,000 in
FY 86. AecOrdingly, the average per child ainnunt has increased from $72 per
child in FY 77 to $282 for FY 86. This per child average is not a per capita
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expenditure, but represents the distribution formula on which the allocation to
each State is based (see Table 27).

Each SEA must distribute at least 75 percent of the funds received under
the EHA-B State Grant Program to LEAs and intermediate units (IEUs) as a flow-
through to assist in the education of handicapped students (20 US.C.
1411(c)(1)(B)).. The LEAs must assure that these flow-through funds are expended
for_direct services to handicapped children and that the Federal funds do not
supplant State and local expenditures. SEAs may set aside the remaining 25
percent of EHA-B State Grant Program funds for State use. Of this, States may
use up to one-fifth, or $350,000, whichever is greater, for administrative costs.
Many States have used the remaining SEA set-aside to develop programs of direct
and support services addressing special priorities; others have used the funds to
increase the amounts available to LEAs.

During 1986, many SEAs used these funds to support activities in two areas:
(I) the integration of special and regular education; and (2) the transition of
secondary-aged handicapped students from school to the world of work. Examples
of each are described below.

1. integration of Svecial and Regular Education. SEAs are
increasingly using their Part B set-aside funds for the
general purpose of reducing administrative and organizational
barriers between special and regular education. These efforts
seek to use regular teachers and special education in a
cooperative and collaborative effort to eliminate the need of
educating non-handicapped and handicapped students in
different educational settings. They are illustrative of
options for improving the integration of two service delivery
systems. Following arc some examples:

As part of its continuing effort to mainstream
handitapped students into the regular classroom
setting, the Missouri Department of Education
awarded its Parkhill School District a Obrtion of
the SEAs Part B set;aside funds- to operate the
Parkhill Curriculum Development Project for junior
and senior high School students. Special education
services art provided to junior and senior high
tchdol Students through 'nterdisciplinary team
approach comprised of t iearning disabilities
and regular education tea, Specifically, the
project has three compoi (I) the "class
within a class" team teachir odel, in which a
small group of handicappeu tudents receives
instruction within a larger class of regular
education students under the guidance of both a
learning disabilities teacher who teaches study
skills and learning strategies, and a regular
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TABLE 27

EHA-B State Grant Program Funding,
Fiscal Years 1977-1986

Fiscal Year EHA-B State Grants Child Count Per-Child Average

1977 $ 2513769,927 3;485;000 $ 72
1978 566,030,074 3,561;000 159
1979 804;000,000 3,700,000 217
1980 874,500,000 3,8034000 230
1981 874;500,000 3,941,000 222
1982 931,008,000 3,990;000 233
1983 1,0174900,000 4;053,000 251
1984 1,068,875,000 4,094;000 261
1985 1,135,145,000 4,113,312 276
1986 1,163,282,000 4,121,104 282
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education teacher who teaches content area
curriculum; (2) curriculum writing III content areas
for all students by both the learning disabilities
and regular education teachers; and (3) develop-
ment of a "learning strategies" curriculum which
outlines the study skills necessary for students to
master content courses. Evaluation data have
shown positive results for this subgroup of
students with learning disabilities who participated
in the regular classes: 95 percent were attentive to
the teacher and participated in classroom activities;
90 percent achieved appropriate note-taking skills;
and 80 percent completed assignments on time.
Moreover, as a result of the interdisciplinary team
intervention, 85 percent of these students were
able to achieve grades in the classroom within the
normal range. State officials emphasize that this
academic achievement has been realized in a ldast
restrictive environment, where a collaborative
working relationship between regular and special
education teachers fosters the development of
curricula and instruction that is effective for
average, slow, and mildly handicapped learners.

A priority area for the State of Kentucky has been
and continues to be educating the handicapped
along with the nonhandicapped in the least restric-
tive environment. The Kentucky Department of
Education allocated a portion of the Part B set=
aside to a Statewide Training and Learning
Strategies Program, adapted from a research=basod
curriculum developed by Kansas University InStitute
for Research and Learning Disabilities; The
training program equips special education teachers
with the appropriate knowledge and skills to teach
Mildly handicapped students, grades 6 through 12,
how to succeed in the least restrictive environ=
ment. The goal of learning strategies is to provide
students with strategies that will assist _then-1 to
learn and to use :what they have learndd. As a
result, students will be better equipped for their
content courses, thus fostering more independent
behavior among students in a variety of settings--
the resource röom, the regular classroom and the
postsecondary environment.



The inservice training program provides four days
of training on how to_implement_sevenl strategies
within the Learning Strategies Curriculum. The
inservice training is organized into three types of
strategies that correspond to the principal demands
of the secondary curriculum: :A strategies that
help students acquire information from written
materials; (2) strategies that enable student's to
identify and store important information, and
(3) strategies for facilitating written expression.
Two days of follow-up are built into the cur-
riculum training, Whereby teachers share implemen-
tation experiences and are taught additional
stra tegies.

Last year five regional training sessions were held
in a central location in the State; this year
trainers are going into local school districts where
teachers volunteer to participate. Already there
have been 16 requests for training. In order to
respond to the demand for this knService, a
training of trainers model is being implement-M.
Fifteen individuals from local districts ai ! from
higher education will be instructed to disseminate
the training program during the 1986-87 school
year. In addition, districts are setting up learning
strategies courses for slimmer schools, and teachers
are organizing coaching teams after school. The
impact of this SEA initiative to educate Students
with handicaps in the regular classroom is being
greatly expanded through the numerous requests
for teacher training in the implementation strat-
egies of the project. As a result4 an additional
2,000 children will be served in the first year.

The Delaware Department of Education awarded the
Christina School District a portion of its set-aside
funds to integrate identified handicapped studentt
with non-handicapped students in a manner devoid
of labeling; This K-12 program, called Team
Approach to Mastery (TAM), allows a regular and a
special education teacher to work together the
entire day in a classroom. The program has
operated succestfully for over 10 years; and
permits joint planning and decision making by
teachers and full involvement with the class. One
third of the students have been identified as
eligible for special education and the two-thirds of
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regular students are assigned to the class randomly
or at the request of their parents.

State officials feel that the program's most
important feature is that it allows handicapped
children to be educated appropriately in the
regular classroom 100 percent of the time, thereby
avoiding the potential stigma arising from delivery
of special education in pullout settings such as
resource or self-contained classrooms. TAM also
broadens the perspectives of regular education
students, who develop a sensitivity to classmates
with special needs. Finally, test data of TAM
participants attest to the program's success.
Special education students in grades K-6 enrolled
in TAM experienced significant gains in reading,
spelling, and math. Regular education students in
grades K-6 enrolled in TAM achieved consistently
higher scores in Statewide testing programs than
regular education students not enrolled in TAM.
Longitudinal data of TAM students has produced
similar findings. The programming has been so
successful at the K-6 level, that is is now being
implemented also in Secondary programs. _The SEA
is encouraging replication throughout the State.

North Carolina is concerned that handicapped
children be educated in the least restrictive
environment. The North Carolina Division_for
Ex-ceetional- axildren uses some of its Part B
administrative funds, along with State and local
money, to operate eight regional centers. These
centers assist LEAs in the establishment of
multidisciplinary teams which provide support for
regular education teachers who work with special
needs of children at either the elementary or
secondary school level. Specifically, a regional
coordinator at each center, assisted by a field
service consultant, works with a school-based staff
support team at each school. The school team is
composed of several regular education teachers,
one or two special education teachers, a school
psychologist and the school principal. Although
the exact role of the teams vary at each school,
their principal means of support is consultation and
follow-up assistance to staff who request help with
a particular student. Once a teacher recognizes a
problem and finds that she/he cannot solve it, the
teacher contacts an assisting teacher team member.
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The teacher and the team member work together
to solve the problem. They both gather
information to present to the entire team at a
meeting. The team then helps identify alternative
plans to solve the problem. Over 500 teachers
have been trained to use this consulting teacher
model in North Carolina's eight geographical
regions.

State officials believe the regional centers and
school-based support teams have had a measurable
effect on special education in the State. For
example, in Wake County, the original site for
North Carolina's development of support teams, the
number of referrals for team assistance has
increased by 60 percent over seven years.
Approximately ten LEAs have developed teams,
using Wake County personnel as key trainers.
Teachers are now making better use of diagnostic
and curricular information. As a result, the data
on children referred for evaluation for eligibility in
special education shows much promise in the
avoidance of erroneous classification. There has
been an increase in the number of appropriate
referrals from kindergarten to grade 2, rather than
referrals from grades 3 to 5. This results also in
earlier intervention and more successful outcomes.

The Texas Education Agency's commitment to
integration of regular _and special_ education is
exemplified by a new Statewide video technology
project funded by Part B administrative money
The project's overriding goal is to increase the
likelihood that handicapped children will be served
in the least restrictive environment by stimulating
the thinking of school faculty and administrators
who are devising alternative approaches to
educating the handicapped child in the regular
classroom; A 30-minute videotape is being
prepared which describes exemplary practices and
programs in Texas that have enabled handicapped
children to remain in the regular classroom. The
audio portion of the tape will feature interviews
with program administrators, teachers, parents;
and, when appropriate, students; The film will be
distributed to the State's 20 regional service
centers which provide support and technical
assistance to school districts at the local kvel. If
a district is especiaily interested in a program
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described in the film, the center will link the
school district with the program sponsor, so that
further exchange can occur. State officials are
also preparing a manual to accompany the
videotape, which will provide details on program
administration and operation. Both the tape and
the manual should be ready by spring 1987.

2. Transition fromSohneltoWork. Several SEAs have used
their Part B set aside funds to develop transition services for
secondary-aged1 handicapped students. These States have
been concerned that many handicapped students exit the
school system without the skills and preparation needed for
independent living and a job. Examples of ways in which
States have attempted to improve the preparation of
secondary-aged students using their Part B set aside funds
include the following:

As part of its continuing effort to improve the
transition from school to work for handicapped
students, the Kansas State Department of
Education since 1985 has used a portion of its
Part B set-aside in combination with State
categorical aid to fund a supported work-study
training model for all special education students
aged 16-21 in southeast Kansas. The goal of
Project STEP (Seconriary Transition Education
Program) is to find appropriate vocational training
for handicapped students in competitive
employment settings. Project staff and a work-
study coordinator from the public school contact
local businesses and enter into agreements as to
where to place students and which educational
program best suits their needs at a particular site.
For example, on-site job training settings included
an industrial plant manufacturing electrical
assemblies for tractor-trailers, a manufacturer of
coal preparation and bulk handling systems where
students were taught to microfiche blueprints.

In addition to site-specific IEPs, students received
ski!1 training in the areas of socialization,
adjustment, and self-sufficiency skill. Thus far,
the project has reached students in nine counties.
Outcomes include better training, better post-
school placement records, and establishment of
school, business and community collabotation.



Since 1979, the Coiorado State Department of
Education has had an interest in developing career
and vocational plans for its school-age population
in order to ease the student's transition from
school_to work and to prepare the adolescent for
adulthood. State officials realized that carcer
planning and training needed improvement at the
secondary level, and a core curriculum Was crucial
to that effort. The State decided to prnvide
Part B set aside money to develop a curriculum for
junior and senior high_ school students that goes
beyond academic subjects to include training in
career _preparation, job skill development, life
management, and communication skills in both the
classroom and the community. In addition, the
SEA has funded local districts to develop K-12
career and vocational plans as well as to use the
new curriculum. LEAs explore job opportunities
and independent living programs in_the community
and apply this knowledge to _the_ development of
the job preparedness and life management parts of
the curriculum. An advisory committee, composed
of parontS, students and _community representatives,
have input in the process. The project is a
cooperative effort; staff from rehabilitation,
vocational education, and developmental disabilities
agencies are involved. In fact, the State 53 now
working on an interagency agreement_ the
Department of Labor; the Department of Education,
Division of Developmental Disabilities and Division
of Rehabilitation; and _the State Board for
Community Colleges and Occupational Education are
in the process _of defining their respective roles
and responsibilities at the point af transition. In
addition, representatives of the Division of Youth
Services and the Department of Mental Health are
giving input into the process.

There are tangible, positive results that speak for
the program's success. Young persons with
handicaps are recognized as employable and are
now out in the community working both while they
are students and after they complete school
whereas before this program they were not. The
State now feels that it has a replicable, tested
curricula for use in school districts throughout
Colorado.
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As part of its strong commitment to the transition
of handicapped students from school to wrk, the
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction awarded
some of its Part B set aside funds to the Madison
Metropolitan School District for the operation of a
transition from institution to school program for
the_inoderately and _severely handicapped. The
program is also _supported by some _ECIA (SOP)
money for the severely _handicapped, and
considerable State and local contributions. The
program enables handicapped adolescents to engage
in meaningful work and work-related activities by
teaching them to: (I) learn in the "on the job
environment"; (2) develop adequate and appropriate
communication skills; and (3) function in an
integrated community environment.

Wisconsin's program is based on several premises.
First, that a majority _of severely handicapped
students can be prepared to perform meaningful
work in nonsheltered environments. Second, that
nonsheltered environments are inherently less
restrictive, more conducive to the performance of
meaningful work, more educationally defensible,
and less costly than_ sheltered environments.
Third, that integrated employment is the natural
extension of integrated education. Under the
program, community-based instruction is provided
at over 120 work sites. A vocational transition
teacher works with students, parents_, classroom
and vocational teachers and postsecondary service
providers in the development of vocational
transition plans prior to graduation. Receiving
agencies from the local Mental Health and
Developmental Disabilities Board assume
responsibility far students during their last year in
school The school system provides teaching and
support services,_ such as psychology, social work,
speech and language development, physical and
occupational therapy, counseling, nursing,
audiology, and transpcitation to and from work
sites.

The State is implementing the concept of least
restrictive environment" in its broadest sense.
Students are taught in a competitive work setting
and are able to secure jobs on a competitive basis.
In fact, 100 percent of the moderately and severely
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handicapped graduates (of 1984-1985 and 1985-1986)
of this program are now employedall in non-
sheltered work.

The Missouri Department of Education has
allocated a portion of its Part B set aside money
to the Columbia Public School District to support a
Transition from School to Work Program for
secondary school students. In a cooperative effort
with Missouri LINK, a State-funded project that
provides inservice training to vocational teachers
on behalf _of special education students, Columbia
offers a_vocational program with built=in assistance
for handicapped students. Now in its third year,
the Transition from School to Work project aims
to: (I) develop activities to make educators,
employers, and parents more aware of transition
opportunities in the community; and (2) develop a
hands-on resource manual for schools to assist
them in addressing the transition from school to
work.

Although the program primarily serves secondary
students, basic career information is provided to
those in elementary schools as well. Once a
student reaches the seventh grade, the _school
system advises him/her to consider one of three
options: (1) a community-based program; (2) an
academic/career vocational program, for most
regular education and mildly handicapped students;
and (3) a functional academic/vocational curriculum
for those With handicapping conditions. Regardless
of the option chosen, the program offers students
four types of experiences: (1) avademic training
for a portion Or all of the day; (2) job training at
various community sites in either paid or volunteer
work; (3) leisure training in how to spend one's
free time; and (4) an apartment living program to
teach independent living skills. Assistance in the
job training component is provided by vocational
rehabilitation counselors at the public school and a
private agency that trains handicapped graduates
for work.

Columbia Public School officials identified several
aspects of the program that _are unique in the
State: First, a staff person is assigned to assist in
job placement for all handicapped students in the
district. During the summer this person assists the
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adolescents in applying to institutions of
postsecondary education, entering the military
service, or joining a group home. Second, this
program has developed a workable partnership
between special educators and vocational educators
in the school system. Third, the program has
raised the consciousness of school administrators
toward planning for success for students of all
abilities.

Educators in Missouri_ present concerns f or
management of the secondary and transitional
needs of their students with handicaps. The
widespread recognition of success in this program
makes replication likely in other school districts in
the State.

State Operated Programs for the Handicapped

Funds are also provided to assist in educating handicapped children in State-
operated or state-supported schools, and to LEAs serving handicapped children
who have transferred from State-operated programs under Chapter 1 of ECIA.
This program is sometimes referred to as the Pl. 89-313 program, a reference to
the _1965 amendment to Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
which was the initial authorizing statute. ECIA (SOP) funds are provided for the
purpose of expanding or improving programs serving handicapped children
currently or previously enrolled in State-operated or State-supported programs.
In order to encourage the transfer of children to programs in their home
communities, a 1975 amendment to ECIA (SOP) allowed program funds to follow
children transferred from State-operated _or State-supported programs to programs
supported and operated by LEAs. _The number of children _served by LE.As-
increased substantially from 25,000 in FY 79, the first year these statistics were

ailable, to 49,681 in FY 83, the last year these statistics were collected.
Table 28 presents the funding history of ECIA (SOP) from FY 66 to FY 86,
including the amount distributed, the number of children served, and the per pupil
allocation.

While most funds under this program are used for support of direct services,
the following examples_are illustrative of ways in which some SEAs usc part of
the E_CIA (SOP) funds to support innovative service delivery and parent
involvement for improving the education of handicapped children eligible to
benefit from this assistance program.
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In Arizona; four of the five State-operated programs are
administered by the Arizona Department of Economic Security
(DES) and :serve Over 300 handicapped children across_the
State. While the -itiajOrity of children served are _preschool
aged, Miring FY 85 tWo of the DES districts served school-
aged childidn _who are severely handicapped and cannot
attend _a public school for medical reasons. Several of the
programs run by DES and funded with ECIkitionies in FY 85
were focused on providing support Services for parents. Two
rural counties provided Mitreath services and referrals; as
well as parent training and counselin& _Family support
services are geared toward promoting the carryover of
prograMS in the homes, to enhance services provided by
thdriPirsta and teachers: In addition, an inservice program
for_ parents_ and professional staff is provided using ECIA
(SOP) funds. This past year, a Major topic was on "Death
and Dying of Children", becaiite So many of the participating
children are medically at risk.

The Arkansas Department of Special Education funded a joint
effort using ECIA (SOP) funds and State funds for
Developmental Disabilities Services to provide supplemental
resource and media services to forty=nine community
programs and four Human Development Centers for the
mentally retarded. The project was able to_provide a variety
of audiovisual aids and audio equipment as well as inservice
training in the use of the equipment. By funding the project
jointly with DDS, a broader range of equipment was available
for the Statewide project.

Connecticut has also used some of its ECIA dollars to fund
various-projects focused on parents and the home/school link.
Using ECIA (SOP) funds, 28 parents of blind and visually
handicapped students were sent to a New England regional
workshop which addressed the influences of new advances in
technology upon the educ itional opportunities open to blind
and visually impaired Students. Home contacts were
conducted by home/family services with the parents of 48
retarded students to coordinate programming efforts between
home and school. An in-school parent support group was
also established to increase contacts between parents and
schools. The group met weekly with staff, observed their
students in programs, and served as resources to new
parents.
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TABLE 28

ECIA (SOP) State Formula Grant Funding
From Fiscal Years 1966=1986

Fiscal Year
Amount

Distributed
Number

of Children
Per Pupil
Allocation

1966 $ 15,917,101 65;440 $ 243
1967 15;078,410 82;797 182
1968 24;746;993 87,389 283
1969 29;781,258 96,499 309
1970 37,483,838 110,531 339
1971 46,130,772 121,568 379
1972 56,380,937 131;831 428
1973 75,962,098 157;997 481
1974 85,777,779 166;415 515
19751/ 183;732;163 178;763 1,028
1976 111,433;451 188;078 592
1977 121;590,937 201,429 604
1978 132;492;071 223,804 592
1979 143;353,492 225,660 635
1980 145,000,000 233,744 620
1981 152,625,000 243;708 626
1982 146,520,000 242,616 604
1983 146,5204000 245,785 596
1984 146,520,000 247;119 593
1985 150,170,000 249;656 587
1986 143;713,000 251,116 572

From fiscal years 1966-74, the funds appropriated were for use in
that fiscal year. However, beginning in FY 75, funds were to be
used in the succeeding fiscal year. As a result, the appropriation
in FY 75 was for funds to be used in both fiscal years 1975 and
1976.
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Some of the ECIA (SOP) funds available in Florida were used
to expand educational programs for young adults in three
State hospitals_and eighteen State-supported programs. The
types of improved services included enhancement of
vocational programs in horticulture and computer assisted
instruction, and expansion of a TV studio which sent out
educational programs to all students residing in a particular
treatment center. As many of the students were restricted
to their living units for most of the day, the programs were
designed for broadcasting programmed instruction to them.

In Louisiana, a portion of the State's ECIA (SOP) was used
for development of a computerized tracking system in 15
school sites operated by one of the Special School Districts.
The information system includes such data as demographics of
the student population, due process, tests, IEPs, instructional
services, and related services.

Maryland_used ECIA. (SOP)_monies to conduct a longitudinal
study:to determine if residentiaLstudents placed in nonpublic
schools were being appropriately placed in the least
restrictive environment; Another objective of the project is
to_ assist local and State agencies in planning _for the
eventual return of institutionalized children to the home
community. In FY 1985, the sixth year of the study, data
collection was limited to those students who had received
tuition assistance from the Maryland State Department of
Education during FY 84 but were not included on the list of
students with approved placements in FY 85; For the 148
students involved, the findings indicated that:

(1) 36 percent
graduated.

returned to the public school or

(2) 7 percent
hospitals

transferred to State institutions or

(3) 17 percent
placement.

were in another special education

(4) 40 percent withdrew from the system, died or
moved out-of-State.

One of the ECIA (SOP) projects funded in Michigan involved
the development of a comprehensive physical education
program for the mentally impaired. The initial intent of the
project was to assist mentally handicapped students in a day
school in the development of recreational skills that were
applicable to the home and community. Secondary goals
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included student acquisition of health education skills, such
as proper daily exercise needs, dietary habits, and weight
control procedures. Students were instructed primarily in
individual sports includins bowling, roller_ skating, cross-
country skiing, jogging, and walking. _Secondary emphasis
was placed on team sports such as basketball, volleyball, and
soccer. Extracurricular involvement for students participating
in team_ sports was provided by the Michigan Special
Olympics_ program. Team sports competition also involved the
integration _of local area school teams composed of regular
education nonhandicapped students, who visited the day
school for competitive events.

The project resulted in_ the mentally handicapped students
acquiring the skills necessary to be active participants in
group or individual recreational pursuits and most of the
students reported that they had adopted a _personal
recreational sport which they now enjoy after _school or on
weekends. In addition, perhaps the most important
accomplishment of the program was in the integration of
regular education students into the physical education
program. Interschool competition with regular education
students Provided a two-way learning experience for
handicapped and nonhandicapped participants.

incentive GraniP-ragram

Section 619_ of EHA-B authorizes the preschool Incentive Grant Program toStates. The Incentive Grant Program is designed to encourage States to increase
educational services to preschool handicapped children aged three through five.
The distribution of movies to the Statet iS based on the number of handicapped
children in this age range receiving Special _education and related services. TheEducation of the Handicapped Act Ainendments of 1983 expanded the age rangeeligible to be served to birth through five years; however, the_ Amendments did
not alter the three through five age range used to determine the distribution offunds.

Table 29_ provides a summary of the funding history and the number af
children _served by the Incentive Grant Program. In FY 77, less than one-half of
the SEAs elected to participate in the program. Since FY 78, an increasing
number of =States have chosen to participate and in FY 86, 56 of the eligible
agencies are participating in the prograni This increase in State participation haSbeen accompanisd by a 30 percnt increase in the number of preschool children
receiving special education and related services.
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TABLE 29

Incentive Grant Program Funding
From Fiscal Year 1977 to 1986

Fiscal Year Funding Child Count Per Child Share

1977 $12,500,000 197;000 $ 63
1978 15,000;000 201,000 75
1979 17;500,000 215,000 81
1980 25,000;000 232,000 108
1981 25,000,000 237,000 105
1982 24,000,000 228,000 105
1983 25,000;000 242;000 103
1984 26;330;000 253;000 104
1985 29,000,000 259,000 112
1986 28,710;000 261,008 110

Most_States use their Incentive Grant funds under Section 619 to fund new
ori= innovative preschool progranit at the local__ level._ Examples of early
intervention programs deSigned to prevent or reduce placement of children in
special education in later years include the following:

Kentucky's Department of Education awards some Of it§
Incentive Grant money_through a competitive RFP_ prOcess to
local districts that apply to become sites roe KIK--
Kenturky's Individualized Kindergarten.i SerVing fiVe year
olds_ in_28 sites throughout the State, KIK was designed to
mainstream special education students into the regular
kindergarten classroom. After screening all children to
determine who iS at riSk,_ the __program_ uses behavior
modification, parent involvement; and a_ specially-developed
curriculum to enable handicapped children to move intO the
rtgolat kindergarten: Children enrolled in KIK betWeen 1981
and 1985 showed_ statistically significant improvement in the
areas of fine and gross motor skills, cognition; and_länguage
when tested after completion of the_program. As of January
1986, roughly 40 percent of ICIK children (enrolled 1981-1985)
were placed in_ regular classrooms without assistance; while
an additional 26 Percent were placed in regular classrooms
with retource room assistance;
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Since 1976, the Rhode Island Department of Education has
pursued the goal of identifying and serving all preschool
handicapped children, Currently, three percent of its three
through five year olds are identified as handicapped -mad
provided mandated services. The State's objective in the
next three years is to field test a system that identifies and
services a greater number of handicapped preschoolers,
enabling the State to eventually reach at least five percent
of the total preschool aged population. In the process, the
State is striving to_ serve its-handicapped preschoolers in as
normal an environment as possible utilizing both regulatory
policy and Incentive Grant funds.

During FYs 1984-86, the SEA awarded nine 3-year grants to
LEAs for such activities as intensified screening efforts,
aggressive outreach and programming for limited-Eng;ish
proficient preschoolers, the development of more normalized
environments,_ and parent education. In 4986, the State
tWarded its Preschool Incentive Grant finds to nine new
projects aimed at mainstreaming handicapped preschoolers
and/or training their parents.

The integration projects were quite varied. In some,
handicapped students were integrated into nonhandicapped
settings such as nursery schools, Head Start programs,
community summer recreation programs, and a private
preschool program. Mainstreaming also occurred when
nonhandicapped children were brought into public schools to
form preschool classes into which their handicapped peers
from self-contained classes are integrated. In another .;age,
nursery school students were invited to join a self-contained
preschool class of handicapped children to form integrated
playgroups.

During FYs 198446, a total of approximately 500 ckildren
and/or families were directly served as a result of Incentive
Grant funds used in 15 school districts across the State.

State officials report that this preschool incentive funding
has encouraged the local district& to include preschool
programming where it had not existed before and has created
a eimmunications network among preschool project directors
in the various communities. They believe that this special
education services for very young handicapped children will
continue to spread Statewide.

The Alabama State Department of Education used part of its
IncontiVe Grant money to fund the Barbour County Preschool
Program; a special program for at-risk three and four year

110



olds. Barbour County is a rural county where 82 percent of
the population is minority and 97 percent have law-incomes.
Many of the children's parents are young single parents, and
unemployed. Becal:ce as many as one-third of the county's
2,500 children eventually end up in special education
programs, local administrators recognized the need for early
intervention _to prevent later referrals to Special education.
They developed, with local funds to match the Incentive
Grant funds, a new program in which a trained
paraprofessional meets with preschoolers and their parents
for one;half day each week_ at a public school. The
paraprofessional demonstrates to the parent(s) how to work
with his/her child to stimulate learning. From this program
evolved a preschool program for four-year olds who now
attend school daily. Along with a certified kindergarten
teacher, the paraprofessional instructs the children in
language development, music activities, listening skills,
socialization, and the development of motor skills. School
officiAls believe this early intervention project will prevent
the need for special education in latn, school years.

The foregoing description of State use of Federal funds is illustrative of the
use_ toward which States direct their EHA-B, ECIA (SOP), and Section 619Incentive Grant funds. Thete Federal assistance programs are being utilized to
both increase the availability of services to handicapped children and to improvethe quality of thote services. _Eirlik-B set aside and administrative funds areproviding for innovative methods of integratitig special education and regulareducation services and students as well as improving the transition of students
from school to the world of work. ECIA (SOP) funds Are _being utilized tocontinue _to_ integrate severely handicapped students, particularly preschoolchildren, into local education agency programs in order to decrease the probability
of_future placement in State facilities. Finally, Incentive Grant funds are beingused to develop innovative Service programs designed to prevent or reduce
placement of children in special education programs when they reach school age.

ERA Discretionary Programs

The discretionary programs established under EHA are another source of
Federal_ _funds available to SEAs, LEAs, and other agencies. _ In total, the
discretionary programs provided $158.1 million in FY 86, through awards under 11
discretionary grant and contract programs. Appendix C provides a summary of
the humber and amount of discretionary funding awarded in FY 86 by State.
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The discretionary programs authorized under Parts B,
Act are:

E, and F of the

Handicapped Regional Resource Centers

Handicapped Innovative Programs - Deaf-Blind Centers

Early Childhood Education Programs for Handicapped Children

Innovative Programs for Severely Handkapptd Children

Postsecondary Education Programs for Handicapped Persons

Training Personnel for the Education of the Handicapped

Handicapped Teacher Recruitment and Information

Innovation and Development Programs

Media Services and Captioned Films

Special Studies

.Secondary Education and Transitional Services for
Handicapped Youth.

Eva-lualiOn-U-fEHADiscretionarv Programs

During 1986; evaluation activities relating to EHA discretionary programs
were carried out under the authority contained in Section 618 and 627 of the Act.
In September 1985 a contract was awarded to COSMOS Corporation, Washington,
ac, to undertake a series of studiet focusing on five programs over a 33-month
period. These programs are the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program,
Special Education Personnel Development, Media Services and Captioned
Films/Technology Program, and the Secondary and Transitional Services Program.

_For each program, a two-phased process is being carried out, with each
phase lasting approximately 6 months. The first phase consists of an analysis of
the goals of the program, identification of the strategies used by the Office of
Special Education Programs to implement the legislation, a description of the
program logic underlying those strategies, and finally, an evaluation of whether
the adopted strategies are likely to lead to improved special education programs
and services.
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The second phase targets one of the strategies identified during the Phase 1

Goal Evaluation, and attempts to gather more specific information which would
help program managers improve the design and administration of programs within
the Office of Special Education Programs.

During the first year of the contract, from October 1, 1985 through
September 30, 1986; the Goal Evaluation phase (Phase 1) was completed for the
Early Childhood, and Media Services and Captioned Films/Technology Programs,
and was approximately half-completed for the Special Education Personnel
Development Program. The results of the studies which were completed are
described below. It should be noted that these evaluation studies are not
intended to be impact evaluations to enable the formulation of conclusions about
the program's overall effectiveness. Rather, they arc intended to provide
information on the degree to which program strategies and activities logically
follow, and are likely to achieve, the intent of the legislation, thereby assisting
OSEP managers in identifying ways to improve program design, administration, and
monitoring.

Handicapped ehildren's Early Education__Prottram (HCEEP),

The starting point for each goal evaluation is the statement of the major
goals of the program. For HCEEP, the goals are: to design experimental
approaches to meet the special needs of young children with handicaps; to develop
programs which facilitate the intellectual, mental, social, physical, and language
development of the _children; to acquaint ti e Community with the problems and
potential of young handicapped children, vi improve coordination of services at
the State and local level; and to encourage parental participation in the
development of services;

The methodology used for the goal evaluation employed multiple data sources
and drew heavily on the assistance of OSEP staff 1and management. Sources of
information included: detailed reviews of project files; structured interviews with
Congressional staff, OSEP managers, grantees, and professionals in the field;
existing literature and program planning documents; and site visits to HCEEP
projects. Each of the major components of the program were examined:
demonstrations, outreach projects, State plan grants, technical assistance, and
research institutes.

In general, the goals reported by Federal and project staff were found to be
congruent, although there was some discrepancy between the Federal office and
the technical assistance providers for the program regarding the most desirable
technical assistance approach to be taken for State plan grants. Implementation
of the program appeared to be occurring in a manner consistent with Federal
expectations. Documented support was evident in the projects for many of the
causal assumptions determined to underlie the program logic. Several kinds of
data were available to document the program's success in fostering increased
services for young handicapped children.
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In addition to the assessment of the plausibility of the program achieving itsgoals, the eValuation report included several recommendations which wereparticularly relevant to the Federal administration of the program:

Difficulties experienced by outreach projects in retainingstaff and making training arrangements might be addressed
by establishing a two- or three-year funding cycle as opposedto the current one-year period.

Greater coordination is needed at the Federal level between
the various State planning efforts funded under EHA as wellas other Federal agency planning efforts.

Greater contact is needed between OSEP project officers andproject directors and staff in the field. Differences inperception of program goals and appropriate roles can resultfrom lack of sufficient interaction between OSEP staff andgrantees.

Procedures need to be developed in OSEP to maintaininformation and track performance of projects. There is adearth of information on the quality and richness of theprogram's activities which is evident primarily at the project

These results were included in the final Goal Evaluation report submitted byCOSMOS Corporation on June 27, 1986. The second phase of the study--theStrategy Evaluation--is focusing on the Outreach strategy and will be completedin February 1987.

Mgclia-ServiceSJTechnologv Program

The Goal Evaluation of the technolOgy program, authorited aS part of thePart F Media Services and Captioned Films program, was carried out betweenFebruary and September 1986. The goal of _the program it to increase the use ofhigh_ quality_and relevant inStrUctional media, materials, and technologies, to meetthe educational needs of handicapped children effectively. In addition to a seriesof structured interviewS similar to those used in the Early Chhdhood evaluation,case reviews were done on 14 of the 45 projects funded in the program over arecent 3-year period.

The most important conclusion of the report was that the program logicmodel is valid, and that funded activities were linked to a variety of intermediateand ultimate outcomes specified by Federal managers. Intermediate outcomes fellunder all three categories of enhanced availability, improved quality, andencouraged use_ of technology. As for the ultimate outcomes, the case reviewsindicated that several types also were possible:

114

136



Those directly involving educational outcomes--e.g., improved
learning or educational performance;

Those relevant to educational outcomes but only in an
"enabling" way--e.g., to improve accessibility to programs;
and

Those related in only an indirect way to educational
outcomese.g., changes in teaching practice due to increased
availability of technology information.

The evaluation found that the extent of actual attainment of these outcomes was
not well documented. Despite the fact that most of the intermediate and ultimate
outcomes of the various projects were conceptually plausible, few projects had
collected :evidence regarding the actual attainment of outcomes. A
recommendation was made for the program to make greater iuse of outcome
evaluations designed to collect evidence about intermediate and ultimate outcomes.
In addition, a_ recommendation was made_ that the_ program _incorporate
requirements for better quality control procedures in funded _projects to _assure
that products and information on technology being disseminated by the projects
meet acceptable standards. This could be done either by use of peer review
panels to review products, undertaking needs assessment_ activities to increase the
likelihood thRt products are responsive to the needs of the target audience,_ or
requiring specific testing standards for devices which are developed by funded
project& The strategy evaluation phase for the technology program is scheduled
to begin in mid-1987.

The remainder of this section illustrates how the discretionary programs in
FY 86 contributed to supporting three OSERS priorities: early childhood education,
the transition of handicapped youth from school to work and adult life, and
relationships between general_ and special education. A common factor among
these priorities is that each represents multiple, complex service delivery
requirements. In the cases of early childhood education and transitional service
delivery, these requirements go beyond the bounds of education or educationally-
related services to involve the coordination of medical, educational, and human
service providers. Availability, access, and coordination of these services are
essential to serving and maintainin& children in the least restrictive environmet.t.
Expanded program options and techniques to assist students who are having
difficulties in regular class programs also support the least restrictive environment
principle, and may help to keep students in regular class programs rather than
being referred for special education.

Early Childhood Education

This section reviews the multi-faceted Federal initiatives in early
intervention and education for young children with handicaps or who are at risk
of becoming handicapped. A detailed State by State presentation of relevant
aciivitias and statistics is contained in Appendix D.
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Service delivery to handicapped infants and children rcquires
multidisciplinary, multiageney involvement in a complex process involving
identification, referral,_screening, evaluation, diagnosis, tracking, and intervention.
This process and the benefits derived from service delivery to infants and young
children have been discussed in previous reports to Congress._ There is evidence
that under certain conditions, early intervention programs accelerate handicapped
children's development and reduce the effects of handicapping conditions (e.g.,
Casto and Mastropieri, 1986; White and Greenspan, 1986). In addition, studieshave found that students require a reduced level of service in later years when
they receive preschool services (Weiss, 1981).

In recognition of this evidence, an increasing number of public, private, and
voluntary organizations are involved in expanding the availability of earlychildhood services; the knowledge base regarding child identification, service
delivery processes, and intervention techniques; and the provision of services tohandicapped children in preschools along with their nonhandicapped peers. Thisincreased availability and accessibility of programs for handicapped infants andyoung children also serves to promote the principle of least restrictive
environment. Some States now mandate the delivery of services for handicapped
infants, and others are lowering the age at which handicapped infants must be ormay be served.

The Handicapped Children's Early Education Program acts as a catalyst tothis service initiation and improvement through_its demonstration, OUtreach, andtechnical assistance prOjettS; research institutes; and early education State grants.According tO the recent evaluation by COSMOS Corporation, signifiCant numbersof reolicationS cOntinue to begenerated by demonstration and outreach projects.These projectt haVe a widegeographical distribution and proVide outreach servicesto an array Of Stites throughout the country, (See _Figure 3). The settings forservice deliVer; demonstration and outreach projects included SE ks, LEAs,centers, hoSPitals, and the home, often in some combination; Most of thedemonstration projeets were it.ilved in interagency activities,_ including _suchorganizations as health care organitations, hospitals; State agencies Such atdepartments of child services, and universities, as_well as SEAs._ Accomplithinents
cited by the COSMOS sample Of_ demonstratiOn_projects included obtaining Supportfrom the State for future _COntinuation of the project once the HCEEP fundingends, and making tieS With the medical community. (A previdut Study by RoyLittlejohn ASSOciatet [19821 had reported that 82 percent Of demonstration
projects _were continued_ using State and local fiinds after the 3,year Federallyfunded demonstration period.) However, one Of the barriers cited by the COSMOS
study Was that a mandate to serve handicapped infants is still lacking in mostStates:

The research institutes support service improvement by increasing the early
education knowledge base, producing data on the efficacy of early childhood
intervention that will increase the viability and acceptance of early childhood
programs, and training graduate students who will continue to provide leadership.



Figure 3. Sites for a Sample of Twenty 19131985 Outreach Projects
from HCEEP Project Evaluation
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® -0 : Locations of FY 84 funded outreach projects.

A - T : bxations of outreach projects planned activihes.

* : The outreach projict in D.C. has plann6d activitiet in Maryland only.
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Accomplishment& cited by the institute directors include helping to establisharesearch network in early childhood education that would not otherwise becreated, disseminating research findings, and training future professionals, anaccomplishment seen as having national impact.

COSMOS also evaltiated the early Education State Grantt program; which isintended to enable each State _to plan, develop and implernent a comprehensiveservice delivery SYStern for special education and_ related saiVices to handicappedchildren it'll= birth to age five. Most States (all ibut three) are in the planningStage. The review indicated that States Vary considerably in the extent to which
Service&are currently provided to handicapped infants and preschool children, andin the extent to which legislatiOn eXiSts _to support and mandate serviet deliveryto this population. Of the 17 grantees included in the evaluatiOn tairiple, all butone had developed or begun to organize an interagency group; these groups variedwidely in size :and tyPe. The grantees reported a high laVel_ of interagency
commitment and support. Other typical grant activitieS included conducting needsattessments, developing service delivery plans; and implementation. A descriptiveSummary of Early Education State giants is provided in Appendix D.

Technical assittance for the HCEEP program is provided by the TechnicalAssistance Development System (TADS) and the State Technical AssistanceResource Team (START). These organizations are funded by OSERS to help
demonstration_ projects and State plan grantee& in project implementation andevaluation, facilitate the utilization of knowledge and sound practice, disseminateinformation and foster networking; and serve as a resource for early childhoodeducators and practitioners.

The specific activities of projects funded under these HCEEP components, aswell as early childhood projects funded through other programs, are described inthe following sections. These projectS are concerned with the development ofinteragency, interdisciplinary involvement to provide services to handicappedinfants and young children; the process of referral, screening, evaluation,diagnosis, and tracking; intervention services; and personnel preparation. Theseprojects serve as catalysts to stimulate program availability and as models for thedelivery of services in the least restrictive environment. Early _integration ofyoung children with their nonhandicapped peers provides positive exposure forboth handicapped and nonhandicapped children and sets a stage for their futureeducation.

Thteraaency and Interdiscialinarv
involvement in Early Childhood
Education

Dunst, Snyder, and Mankinen (OM identified four factors that indicatewhether infants are likely to require early childhood education services:environmental factors (e.g., poor conditions of rearing); biological factors (e.g.,Down's syndrome); medically-related factors (e.g., prematurity); and family orsystemic factors (o.g., parental alcohol or drug abuse). These factors clearlyillustrate the need for multiple agency, interdisciplinary involvement in the
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provision of services. Even those infants and families subject to only one of
these_factors may require an interdisciplinary array of services; yet many infants
are subject to situations that involve more than one of these factors.
Professionals from medicine, allied health, education, and social services are all
required in order to provide the services needed by handicapped infants and their
families.

Since ihe late 1960s, when Federal efforts to stimulate services to young
handicapped children were emphasized, interagency cooperation has been an
important and integral component characterizing early intervention programs
funded under Federally supported activities. In addition to providing technical
assistance for the development-of early childhood State plans for comprehensive
delivery systems, current HCEEP projects are demonstrating new methods of
generating community involvement and interagency coordination in community-
based programs.

Many of the projects involve the development of integrated medical,
developmental, and family service approaches to early intervention, with training
provided to family members. One of these is a multiageacy community service
project designed to meet the_ educational, medical, therapeutic, and social needs of
handicapped and developmentally disabled children of drug-addicted parents (South
Short _ Mental Health Center, Brighton, MA). This project involves the
collaboration of five State agencies, four medical institutions, and a network of
professionals representing pediatric and adult health, education, drug treatment,
and social service agencies. Services will be provided at alternative sites
(hospitals, hospices, and foster homes for those who are unable to participate in
existing programs because of communicable disease) and will include

transdisciplinary assessment;

intensive early intervention for the child and family;

individualized service plans;

services to improve parent-child interaction and caretaking
skills, and provide support and education; and

case management and transition services.

Other newly funded projects include an outreach project based on a family
model with emphasis on 11iotërágcncy coordination to maximize sparse rural
resources (Western Illinois University), including public health and physicians; and
an outreach project that uses a transdisciplinary team to provide individual
programs of comprehensive services selected from a service menu drawing on
internal family resources and community resources (Dakota, Inc., Eagen, MN).

The following sections discuss the process of infant referral, screening,
diagnosis, and evaluation; the provision of intervention services; and the
preparation of personnel to deliver services.
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Referral. Sc-reeninzDiaanosis. Evaluation. and TrackinR

Scott and Hogan (1982) have described the primary sources of referral thatlead to the early identification of handicapped infants. These referral sourcesinclude primary health care providers, such as neonatologists, pediatricians, andgeneral medical practitioners who identify newborns having obvious disabilities;agencies or clinics which, though perhaps established for other purposes, comeinto _contact with families of a handicapped or at-risk infant; social serviceproviders, such as social workers or public health nurses who, in conducting visitsto the homes of newborns, identify handicapped infants or home conditions thatare not conducive to the child's health or development; and community referrals,in which community members are requested, through media notices, surveys orletters, to refer families having handicapped or at-risk infants to service agencies.

Following referral, interdiSciPlinary cooperation is necessary to conductscreening, diagnosis, and assessinent. Specialists in various areaS of child healthand development contribute their expertise to aStessing the child's developmentalstatus. The team of specialists begins with Screening procedures to determine ifthe infant% developmental status is such that further assessment is indicated. IfSO, diagnostic procedures are adminittered to more precisely determine the infant'sdeVelopmental problems and to Plan a specific interventiOn program, InPerforming this process, the Skill§ of various specialists (e.g., audiologist, physicaltherapist, educator, social worker, pediatrician) are needed to develop acomprehensive assessment and prescription of the infant's development and anappropriate intervention Program.

In some instances, immediate intervention may not be required, but theinfant is followed on a regular baSis through various tracking procedures, tsdiscussed in the Eigh th Annual Report to Conaresk. Tracking projects continue tobe initiated, as exemplified at the University of Southern Mississippi,_where amedical-developmental-family systems approach is being used to develop andimplement a tracking and follow-along system for infants discharged from neonatalintensive care units.

The COSMOS evaluation of the HCEEP program found that all demonstrationprojects reported assessment or identification activities, and that their materialsdevelopment activities included surveys, questionnaires, and attetsmentinstruments. Current projects addressing identification and assessment include aproject being_ condu.cted at Temple University, where services are provided toseverely disabled infants from their entrance into_ neonatal intensive care unitsuntil they_are placed into exitting community programs. An infant coordinatorprovides behavioral and developmental interventions and a family coordinatorprovides counseling and training to family members.

Other discretionary programs support the expansion of the knowledge baseregarding early intervention. For example:
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The Innovation wild Development Program is funding a project
at the University of Miami that is analyzing data to
determine the incidence of educational handicaps among low
birthweight infants born sinci: 1975 as compared to infants of
normal _birthweight, to determine the proportion of special
education and regular education students with normal birth
histories, and to determine additional factors that may
predict the subsequent need for special education services.

The Field Initiated Research Program is funding a project at
the University of Michigan to standardize English and
Spanish versions of the Early Screening Instrument for
preschool childrerL Another project, at the University of
North Carolina-Chapel Hill, is studying the relationship
between occurrences of otitis media (middle-ear infection)
during the first three years of a child's life and a child's
speech, language, and classroom performance during the
school years.

Intervention_ Services

Early education intervention broadly refers to a program designed to provide
optimal and developmentally appropriate activities to accelerate the infant's
development or to lessen the effects of the handicapping condition. In total, the
intervention program that results from the diagnosis and _assessment of the child
may consist of continuing medical care, physical _therapy, family counseling,
parental training, or other special services, in addition to the educational
component. This total intervention program requires an interdisciplinary
orientation to services and interagency coordination to assure that all appropriate
services are provided.

The Early Intervention Effectiveness Institute at Utah _State University is
conducting 16 longitudinal studies of the efficacy and costs of early intervention.
Six of the studies are designed to determine the effects znd costs of different
intensities of intervention; five studies will determine the effects and costs of
beginning intervention at different child ages; and five studies are determining
the effects and costs of varying the components of intervention programs (e.g.,
comparisons of different kinds and amounts of parent involvement). The1 studies
include infants and toddlers with severe handicaps and sensory impairments,
among other groups. The studies will provide information about intervention costs
as well as information on the long-term outcomes of early intervention for
children and families.

Several HCEEP demonstration projects are developing model programs for
integrated preschools. These programs include curricula specifically designed for
use in mainstreamed settings.
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The Cincinnati Center for Developmental Disorders iS
developing a model treatment service program to proVide
interdittiplinaty educational and therapeutic treatment to
handicapped, abused, and neglected children aged three to
fiVe in Mainstream child care settings. The staff will provide
direct treatment and remedial serVicet to the children in the
least restrictive_ educational Setting and will hold weekly
interagency; interdisciplinary Conferences to revise andupdate the child's itreatMent Stitt's. One advantage of thismodel is that it is econoMiCal and provides a consistent
therapeutic edUcational program for the child.

ARC of Allegheny County, Pennsylvania is conducting Project
Step-Up to prepare handicapped preschool children for the
transition to a school-age program, The integrated preschool
program will include specific social and pre-academic skills
programming, parent training, and a sibling support group.

The University of_Hawaii is demonstrating an infant programservice delivery modcl to support Hawaii's least restrictive
environment continuum of placement alternatives for
handicapped preschoolers. The project is preparing infantsand their parents for the transition to preschool. An infantcurriculum based on the skills necessary for preschoolplacement training is being developed along with parenttraining.

The University of Washington is developing a preschool curriculum thatincludes multi-level classroom activities for an extended school year, a teacher'smanual with recommendations for classroom management and teacher training inthe implementation of the Mediated Learning Program, and an assessment tool toidentify children's cognitive strengths and weaknesses. The program will beimplemented in Head Start Programs, preschools, and public school classrooms.
Other discretionary programs support the expansion of services tohandicapped infants and the extension of the knowledge base related tointervention. For example, the Innovation and Development Program recentlyfunded Appalachian State University to expand and analyze a data base on over1,000 handicapped and developmentally delayed infants and preschoolers who wereserved by a regional early intervention program. The data base will be analyzedto determine the effects of early intervention and to examine other variables thataffect the outcomes of _ providing early intervention. The Innovation andDevelopment Program is funding another project at Appalachian State Universitythat is conducting an independent analysis of the efficacy data base developed bythe Early Intervention Research Institute at Utah State University. This projectwill provide additional infOrination about the nature of the efficacy data base andwill examine the conclusions that have been drawn about the efficacy of earlyintervention for handicapped, at-risk, and disadvantaged children.
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Personnel Preparation

Personnel who deliver early intervention services to handicapped infants and
their families must have a broad spectrum of skills (including the ability to
communicate and coordinate with other team members) as well as access to other
specialists who are qualified to deliver specific services for the benefit of the
child and the family. The preparation of personnel to serve handicapped infants
and children thus involves providing preservice training in the care of
handicapped infants and children to professionals in a number of fields, adding
new dimensions to university training programs; preparing personnel to serve in
liaison/coordinator roles; and providing inservice training to a broad range of
personnel, including educators, related services personnel, community service
workers, and preschool and day care workers.

In 1985, a competition was established by the Office of Special Education
Programs' Training Personnel in the Education of the Handicapped Program (EHA,
Part D) to support the preservice preparation of personnel to provide services to
newborn and infant handicapped children. The projects it supports prepare
personnel to work in programs characterized by strong interaction of the medical,
educational, and related services communities, and involvement of the parents or
guardians, who are the primary care givers for these children. Some of these
projects represent the development of nevi-jointly planned and implemented
programs to train personnel to work with infants in a medical; educational; or
community service role. Most of the projects train a variety of personnel from
the allied health; education, and medical fields, and most represent collaborative
efforu between institutions such as universities and hospital/medical centers;
medical and nursing schools; service provision agencies; private, nowprofit
agencies; and government agencies. Some examples follow;

A training program conducted jointly by Cincinnati University
and the Cincinnati Center for Developmental Disabilities that
is based on a successful interdisciplinary project model for
comprehensive diagnostic and intervention services for high-
risk or developmentally disabled infanis.

A summer institute at California State University at
Los Angeles to train teachers of the visually handicapped to
serve newborns and infants.

A specialized infant internship for masters' level students in
occupational therapy, physical therapy, speech, social work,
and nursing; and a training program on working with the at-
risk infant and family in the neonatal intensive care unit,
transition to home _management, follow-up developmental
evaluation, and interface with community supportive services.
All are in a combined program at the Eunice Kennedy Shriver
Corporation in Waltham, Massachusetts.
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The Training yersonnel in the Education of thc Handicapped Program's ruralcompetition is sponsoring a project to train native and non-native Americans towork with native American preschool children in rural areas. Native Americaninstructors and resource people will be used in planning, implementing, andevaluating thc training model. Training Native Americans will primarily be doneon three reservations.

The HCEEP program is also contributing to _training effort of earlyintervention personnel by sponsoring demonstration p_rojectt for inservice training.For eitaniple; a newly funded demonstration project beint Conducted by the_KentState UniVersity Foundation provides multiageticy, individualized training forfamiliet and professionals to enable them to Work iS Partners; develop expertiseOn the Care and management of infants with handiCaps; and develop coordinationand Communication skills. The curriCtiliiin eiriphasizes the integration OfProfessional and family perspectives. The project includes training componentsfor senior medical students, pediatrie residents, and families, and will provideinformation services for community service personnel. It will also hold a majorinteragency conference. Approximately 2;300 individuals *ill participate intraining activities over the three-year duration of the prOject.

Although studies have shown that early intervention is beneficial to younghandicapped children and can in some cases reduce the need for later services, agreat deal is yet to be learned about the effectiveness of specific interventionstrategies. Collaborative models for serving handicapped infants and youngchildren with effective interventions delivered in least restrictive environmentsare beginning to be developed at sites across the country; however, services arenot readily available in many areas of the U.S. Greater program collaboration isneeded to make intervention services available throughout the nation inaccordance with the least restrictive environment principle.

Transitional Services

Another programmatic area ill which discretionary programs make animportant contribution is that of services at the secondary level and for thetransition from school to the world of work and community life. Coordination ofeducation and other supportive services is complex for most educators and adultservice providers. This section highlights some of the activities in which Federal
discretionary monies are supporting efforts to develop and improve suchcoordination.

The culmination of education in the least restrictive environment isintegration into the community and working life. To become successfully
integrated, graduating students must possess the educational, social, and functionalskills necessary for employment and community living. Employment andcommunity adjustment are considered the primary criteria for assessing whether ahandicapped youth has successfully made the transition from school to work. An
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increase in secondary program options, especially vocationally oriented
programming, is needed in order to truly serve these students in the least
restrictive environment.

The transitional needs of handicapped students are diverse: some individuals
require few services, while others require a complex array of multiple services
delivered by a broad spectrum of agencies. As was the case with early
intervention service delivery, the complexity and diversity of needs and the wide
range of potential service providers involved can make the coordination and
delivery of transitional services difficult. A multidisciplinary approach that
encompasses the coordination of services available from school personnel, adult
service providers, employers, private and public agencies, and advocacy groups is
critical if a foundation built upon secondary education and bridges leading to
higher education, work, and adult life are to be provided.

Preparation for the successful transition begins well before graduation, with
early career assessment, vocational planning, and educational programming geared
to the student's career aspirations. As discussed in the Eighth Annual Report to
Contresj, OSERS has developed a conceptualization of transitional services that
includes three spans from secondary school preparation to adult life (Will, 1985).
The spans differ in the extent and nature of services required for successful
transition. As shown in Figure 4, the student who has completed the secondary
school program may make the transition from school to work without special
services (only those available _to the public at large); with time-limited transitional
services leading to independent employment; or with ongoing services, in the case
of more severely handicapped individuals who may be unable to assume
unsupported work roles. OSERS priorities regarding the transition to adult life
include the following five target areas:

Making high schools and their curricula more relevant to
employment needs, which involves renewed cooperative efforts
with vocational education and vocational rehabilitation to
serve all students with disabilities, improving community-
based job training and placement within the school's
vocational preparation programs, and developing service
models for all students that allow regular and frequent
contact with nonhandicapped peers.

Improving employment opportunities by cooperating with
other agencies to _develop a broader range of incentives for
employers who offer jobs to individuals who may require
special equipment, building modifications, longer training
periods, or other investments.

Improving programs for disabled high school graduates who
seek additional education in community colleges or vocational
technical postsecondary schools.
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Figure 4. Major Components of the Transition Process
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Improving time-limited services such as vocational
rehabilitation, opportunities under the Job Training
Partnership Act, and trantitiOnal employment. Again; this
requires cooperative relationships between vocational
education, vocational rehabilitation, and special education to
ensure coordination in service responsibility. In addition,
OSERS is encouraging and supporting innovations in on-site
job training and placement programs to achieve greater
effectiveness in time-limited services.

Expanding the provision of ongoing support for employment,
and encouraging new programs to offer ongoing support in a
work setting to persons with the most severe disabilities.

The following sections discuss specific activities conducted under the
discretionary programs to support these priorities. These sections address
interagency coordination, secondary school programming, transition programming,
and personnel preparation.

biter-agency Coordination

The involvement of a wide range of organizations is required to ensure a
successful _transition to adult life for all handicapped students. These
organizations include private and public rehabilitation, health and human services
agencies, postsecondary educational institutions, and advocacy groups, as well asemployers and educational agencies. Since vocational education and vocationalrehabilitation have such potentially important roles in the preparation of
handicapped students for employment and as service coordinators for graduates,
the coordination of special education with these types of agencies is considered
essential to the provision of quality, appropriate, comprehensive services. Inaddition, such coordination is necessary to ensure coordination in serviceresponsibility as students graduate.

Thus, interagenty coordination is a strategy for providing comprehensive
services to handicaPPed StiidentS and ensuring that handicapped perSons receive allof the services for Whieh they are eligible under Federal and State Statutes in
special education; Voeational education; and vocational rehabilitatiOn. Interagencycoordination is _coniiderad a necessary feature of service deliVery if vocational
services are to faeilitate the_ movement of handicapped pertons from education to
eMpleyment (Decision Resources Corporation, 1985).

Projects funded under discretionary programs provide models that foster
interagency coordination and develop linkages with a vast range of organizations
that can facilitate the school-to-work transition. Some of these projects utilize
coordinating councils as part of their transition programs, others provide
community networking models, and still others focus on the development of
linkages between specific service providers in the transition process. Some
examples of such projects are highlighted below.
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The Sonoma County, California, Transition Project has a
coordinating council to promote the active involvement of
agencies in joint planning _activities, the development of
working agreements, and individualized transition processes.
The project will develop a model adaptable to the needs of
various communities, de_velop training modules for Statewide
use, and provide_ guidelines and training materials for
developing working agreements among local agencies,
designating roles and responsibilities, and developing
Individual Program Plans that Serve as working agreements
among all agencies and individuals concerned.

Project PET is creating a model Community Transition Center
and a community networking and interaction model in
Montana. The project employs a planning committee that
includes adult service providers, parents, school personnel,
and employers.

Long Island University in New York is_ developing a high
school/college linkage model that _focuses on collaborative
linkages between secondary and postsecondary school
personnel, parents, and learning disabled students to deve/op
and demonstrate a transition support system.

The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) is
helping to foster replication of interagency linkage models by
eonducting a project to develop and_disseminate programmatic
models. The project will initiate and document four
comprehensive interagency models to be developed by
CCSSO's State menibers; pnning conferences will be held
and a report to disseminate the models for replication will be
developed.

Since relationships between_ special education, vocational education, andvocational rehabilitation are of special importance in the preparation ofhandicapped youth for employmc-lt, a number of projects have been undertaken tolook at and facilitate State_and local coordination among_thest types of agencies.As reported in the :thiliAmmElkoprr tr r--°-,_ Decision ResourcesCorporation recently conducted a study of interagency agreements to support theprovision of vocational education and services to eiceptional students. Theystudied three_States and six school districts, and found that each State worked todevelop interagency cooperation in a different manner. State approaches variedfrom providing technical assistance and consultation to local agencies (including
training materials and manuals for vocational education teachers), to focusing onlinkages between agencies at the county level, to developing a formal Statewritten agreement. The LEAs used_ written interagency agreements, task forces
on transition, special transition projects, and special purpose intermediate units to
provide transitional services.
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Another study, by Harold Russel! Associates (1985) was also noted_ in the
Eighth Annual Report. This study was a nine-site_field study of exemplary Stateand local vocational programs. The study identified three trends in secondaryprogramming:

a growing number of programs focusing on ways to increase
the participation of handicapt ed students in vocational
education;

increased coordination of academic, vocational, and work
study opportunities into an integrated program for the
handicapped youth; and

vocational assessment is assuming a more important role as
schools include vocational objectives in the IEP.

Th =

ie following section discusses improvements n secondary programming and
provides examples of programs illustrating these trends.

Secondan2.ratxamain

A successful transition to adult and working life requires appropriate
planning and programming at the secondary level. Such planning and programming
includes career assessment and program options that _can support handicapped
students' individual needs for vocational education, preparation for postsecondary
education and ,.:raining, and the social and functional skills needed for success in
employment and community living.

The Harold Russell Associates study referenced above noted a trend towards
increased vocational and career assessment. This trend is supported by models for
career assessment de%.cloped under discretionary _programs. For _example, inWhittic:, California, _a project Sponsored under the _Secondary Education and
Transitional ServiceS fiat Handicapped Youth Program _is expanding the Services ofan existing carter assessment center_to provide handicapped students with
(1) vocational evaluation; (2) wnrk adjustment, (3) employment4Preparation, (4) job
development, ancL(5) placement, vocational counseling, and independent livingskills trainin& The procedures involve IEP_ development, supplementary services,and family _involvement. Manuals On each of the five _service areas will be
prepared and field-tested to facilitate rePlication of the project.

A number _Of Projects are also_ modilying secondary: curricula to provide
models that involVe more vocational education and community-bakd training and
coordination of_aoademic and vocational objectives in the IEP. For example, a
project conducted by the University: of Hawaii is: using job _coaches to provide
secondary students _15 to 22 years old With on-site job_training_and counseling in
work__ skills and habits, problem oohing, and interpersonal__ communications.
Family-employer liaisons and coMMunity-school representatives will focus 6n
student IEP transition planning and postsecondary vocational program coordination.
The students' secondary curricula will be modified and the project will disseminate
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procedural guides on transition to parents, adult services resource guides,
inservice training materials, vocational curriculum task adaptations, and an
ecological asses:..aent instrument to assess the compatibility of secondary and
postsecondary environments.

The University of Utah is conducting a research project to determine the
effects of functional, adaptive, and severity factors (in addition to academic
achievement) on the success of employment or postsecondary education of learning
disabled individuals, and to determine curricular alternatives that will provide
students with the skills needed for career success.

Two projects in North Carolina are addressing different aspects of
community-based job training. The Experiential Prevocational Planning Project is
at Employment Opportunities Incorporation in Durham, offering younger students
job1 try-outs (work experience of to_ 3 half days for 4 to 6 weeks) in an effort
to intervene early in job_ planning to coordinate existing business, rehabilitative,
educational, and therapeutic recreation services. The second project at the
University of North Carolina provides students with a work history prior to
graduation through volunteer experience, and places them in competitive
employment following graduation.

In several sites, including ones in the States of Illinois (Thresholds,
Chicago), and Iowa (University _of_ Iowa), projects are studying the effects of
generalization training and community-based instruction on the vocational
performance of severely handicapped students. Using a behavioral analytical
approach, individuals with more severe handicaps are being placed in competitive
employment within their communities. These are individuals who previously would
not have been considered employable.

Secondary curricula are also being modified to provide support to
handicapped students who will be going on to postsecondary education. A project
conducted by the New York State Education Department is developing linkages
with the postsecondary system and employing cooperative planning and
programming to strengthen the secondary programs of learning disabled students.
It is expected that through cooperative planning and the linkages developed,
students will have the necessary preparation for postsecondary success.

In addition to these efforts, the National Information Center for Handicapped
Children and Youth (NICHY) and HEATH (Higher Education and the Handicapped)
have clearinghouses to address questions and disseminate information on transition
to work and higher education. NICHY also disseminates a newsletter on
transition, and HEATH publishes a guide to choosing colleges for students with
disabilities.

A different type of resource, one that matches employment information to
disabled cand ates, has been designed for high school graduates under the
Secondary Education and Transitional Services for Handicapped Youth Program,
and for disabled collegc graduates under the Postsecondary Education Program for
Handicapped Persons. This activity at Long Island University called Project



Match, established a consortium of more than 80 schools in_ the New York City
area and is a free service to link public and private sector employers access to a
centralized data base of qualified, job-ready graduates. Professional staff screen
applicants and provide follow-up services to ensure employer and employee
satisfaction.

_ As discussed in the following section, further preparation and support for
employment and postsecondary education is being provided through postsecondary
transition programs.

Tra-nsi-tionProgra mm nZ

For students who have exited secondary programs, three paths to employment
have been delineated. These are transition without special services (only thoseavailable to the public at large), transition with time-limited services, and
transition to employment with ongoing support. A number of follow-up studies of
high school graduates are currently being conducted to assess the success ofstudents who make the transition _without special services, and models for
providing time-limited services and ongoing support through educational agencies,community colleges, and adult service providers continue to be developed.Examples are provided below.

Transition without special services. Handicapped iadividuals following thispath do not require specialized supportive services in order to obtain or maintain
employment. Data on the number of persons who successfully follow this path areincompkte, but a number of follow-up studies __to_ _assess the educational,vocational, and independent living status of handicapped youth have beenundertaken. In P.L. 98-199, Section 618(e)(1),_ Congress mandated a longitudinal
follow-up study to provide a comprehensive description of the transition statusand needs of handicapped youth. The study was designed to include a sample ofhandicapped youth between ages 14 and 21, identified while still in school,_who
are representative of all categories of exceptionality. They have been selected on
a stratified, random_ basis from all 50 States and more than 150 _school districts.
They will be followed Tor 5 years and their secondary experiences and transition
experiences will be documented. In the fall of 1987, a contract will be awarded
to implement the data collection, analysis, and reporting phase of this study.

The results of several smaller,_more narrowly focused studies have providedtome initial insights to the number of students who have found employment
without special services: investigators in the State of Washington found that 72
admen" of_ a sample of 827 learning disabled and behaviorally disordered youth
Nere employed one year after leaving school. _However, only 27 percent of those
:mploycd were earning the minimum wage or more. In Vermont, 55 percent of aample of 301 educable mentally retarded, learning disabled, and emotionally
listurbed youth were employed; of these, 83 percent had not used special support
ervices to obtain their jobs.
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Other smaller studies are currently underway. For example, the University
ot_Pittsburgh is conducting an examination of the secondary school experience of
learning disabled students and its value in preparing these youth for the
transition to adult life. These studies will provide information on the status of
students who make the transition to employment and adult life without special
services, and estimates of their numbers.

Time-limited services. Time-limited services provide the vocational, social,
and functional skills training needed for employment and community living, and
on-site job training following exit from the secondary program. Examples of
current projects include the following:

A transition service model iihking rehabilitation centers to
the public schools is being developed by the Iowa University
Foundation. Individualized Training Programs, including
training sequences that specify the respective roles of special
education and the rehabilitation center, are being developed
for moderately and severely handicapped students.

Time-limited services provided hy community colleges are
being expanded by non-degree programs such as the low-cost
program under development at the City University of
New York. The program is for learning disabled or mildly
mAitally retarded students with or without a high school
diploma. Its two components focus on (1) basic and
interpersonal skills and vocational training, and (2) hands-on
"irk experience through internships.

Another community college program model is being developed
at the University of Oregon, where a 10-week Adult Life
Skills Development course is being designed. The course
features small-group instruction, a management information
system, and job placement procedures.

The Virginia Department for the Visually Handicapped is
conducting a special demonstration project that involves a
formal cooperative agreement with the Virginia Community
College System. Working together, these agencies provide
adaptive equipment that allows visually handicapped students
to fully participate in computer-related courses. The project
includes a work-experience phase accompanied by a training
wage.

Transilon with ongoina services. Supported employment provides work
opportunities to individuals in a flexible fashion that meets the complex needs of
severely handicapped individuals. A number of models for supported employment
were described in the fiahtliAnnual Rettort to Congress. They are briefly
reviewed here:

132

1 56



The job coach/employment support model uses a job coach to
train the employee on the job until he or she meets industry
criteria and provides follow-up for the employee and the
employer for as long as services are necessary.

The employment training model trains several severely
handicapped individuals at once in_a_ time-limited, occupation-
specific program. Once industry criteria have been met, the
trainee is placed within the industry and given additional
training as necessary by a job coach from the training
program.

The supported jobs model places individual adults in regular
community jobs and provides support at the work site as
required f or the employee to learn and perform the work.

The enclave model provides continuous ongoing support to a
group of workers from a specially trained supervisor.

The mobile crew model provides work crews consisting of a
supervisor and approximately five employees; the mobile
crews are set up as a small single-purpose business.

The benchwork model was designed in the early 1970s to
provide employment in electronics assembly work in a service
agency which also functions as a business enterprise.

The entrepreneurial model takes _advantage of local
commercial opportunities to establish businesses employing a
small number of individuals with severe disabilities as Well as
individu s without disabilities.

Examples of these models in use were provided in the Eighth Annual Reno-rt
to Congress. The effectiveness of these models and their adaptations is beingdemonstrated by new applications initiated by projects supported underdiscretionary programs:

The effectiveness of three of the models, supported
competitive employment, the enclave model, and the mobile
crew model, are being demonstrated at Virginia
Commonwealth University, where severely handicapped
adolescents are being placed in these settings.

_Community Services for Adults and Children, Inc., in
Rockville, Maryland, is developing a prograni_to place autistic
persons in non-sheltered community employment. An
adaptation of the supported jobs model, the program provides
clients with on-the-job instruction in travel, interpersonal
and vocational skills, and training in daily living skills is
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provided in the community-based group home or in the
community itself. Supportive services are gradually faded,
although job performance continues to be monitored.

The Perkins School for1 the Blind in Watertown,
Massachusetts, is working with employers in private industry
to establish a variety of supported employment sites, trainins
deaf-blind students on job sites, and working with adult
services agencies to provide follow-up and support services
on a long-term basis.

Other projects are providing information to support the implementation of
these employment models. For example, at the University of Wisconsin at
Madison, a method for evaluating the vocational environments of students with
severe intellectual_ disabilities is being_designed._ Information gathered during the
design, field testing, and verification of the method will be communicated to those
who provide vocational preparation, and an array of products will be developed to
assist others in evaluating the vocational milieu of people with severe intellectual
disabilities. In a second project at the same university, individualized adaptations
that allow physically and intellectually disabled_people to function productively in
integrated environments are being develeped. First, the performance of disabled
workers is compared systematically with that of non-disabled workers; next, work
tasks are selected _and analyzed; adaptations_are then designed and implemented.
Appropriate job structuring, as exemplified by the supported employment models,
accompanied_ by tools for evaluation and adaptation of work environments and
tasks can help disabled workers reach their full productivity within integrated
work settings.

The least restrictive environment for handicapped individuals as secondary
students and as adults will only become possible with the provision of a wider
range of employment options and secondary curricula leading to these options.
Interagency coordination must make available the supportive services that enable
individuals to select and use these opportunities. Federal initiatives will continue
to be directed toward the development of secondary curricular and employment
options through the support and encouragement of exemplary projects using
resources at all levels, Federal, State and local.

Relationships Between General and Special Education

Effective implementation of the least restrictive environment principle
requires a continuum of service options that enable all students to be integrated
with their peers to the _maximum_ extent passible. Ia the case of students with
mild _handicaps, the least restrictive environment is often the regular class.
Strong relationships between regular and special education based on an array of
administration and instructional arrangements are necessary if the needs of
students who require special education are to be met in the least rc-trictive
environment.
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Increased attention has been given to relationships between special and
regular education, and the instructional technology to support these relationships,
as concern over the potential erroneous classification of students as mildly
handicapped, especially learning disabled, has risen. The concern is that students
who are marginally adequate learners may be referred for special education,
labeled as "learning disabled", and removed from the regular class environment for
at least part of the school day, when their difficulties could be remediated within
the regular class setting without the potential for stigmatization that arises from
being labelled handicapped. Associated with this concern is the idea that if
learning problems are addressed early with appropriate intervention techniques,
they are less likely to become more severe learning disabilities as the student's
educational career progresses. If educators are to emphasize early interventioninstead of responding to repeated failure, appropriate instructional techniques and
program options must be available within the regular class.

Of the 42 million children in U.S. public schools in 1984-85, 1.8 million, or 4
percent, were classified as learning disabled and placed in special education
programs. This figure represents 34,000 more students than in the previous schoolyear. In addition, it has been estimated that another 10 to 20 percent ofstudents have not been classified as handicapped, but have learning or behaviorproblems that limit their educational progress (Will, 1986). Thus, the populationof interest in this issue includes students who have been or are at risk of being
referred for evaluation and potential placement in special education.

An emerging type of preventiVe Measure focuses on activities tio enhance thecapacity of general education to provide services to children at risk of beingidentified as handicapped. These activities include increasing coordination of thegeneral and regular educational systems, improving procedures for evaluation anddiagnosis, designing new program options to expand the general educationrepertoire, and transferring and adapting regular and sPecial educationinstructional technology;

In 1985, OSEP began the Enhancing Instructional Options Grant Program,followed by Teaching/Learning Efficiency, followed this year by Increasing
Teaching/Learning Efficiency. These projects enhance the capacity of localeducational agencies to provide a variety of instructional options and screening
procedures prior to the evaluation and placement of children With learning
problems in special education. Examples of these projects, along with projectsfrom other discretionary programs that support this area of development, areprovided in the sections below. These research activities have been complementedby the Federal/State Evaluation Program which has _provided SEAs support tostudy the effectiveness and impact of such efforts. These studies are presentedin Chapter IV.

Coordination of-Regular-and-Soecial Education

Increased coordination between regular and special education as well as
coordination with other categorical programs such as those for disadvantaged,
bilingual, and minority children is required in order to assure that students who
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need individualized help will receive that help in an appropriate and timely
manner. The rules and regulations of these separate programs, as well as their
funding mechanisms, can leave some borderline students without an appropriate
mechanism to serve their needs, while others are forced to fit into a categorical
program because that is the only available mechanism through which their needs
can be met.

In Washington State, the Office of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction is conducting research to increase the
number of tested models for keeping low-achieving students
in the mainstream. The goal is to restructure services in the
State for low-performing children. Outcomes of the project
are expected to occur at various levels of the educational
system: they will affect target children, school districts, and
the Statewide organization of service delivery. Through this
project, LEAs will develop five different program options to
provide educational services and assessment to low-performing
childrr, a within regular education. These models will be
implemented in experimental schools and the results of
implementation will be compared to control schools.
Measures used to determine the effects of the models are
student achievement and behavior, the number of children
referred for special education services, and staff satisfaction
with the models. The project will also assemble and work
with leaders and representatives of various professional
organizations representing teachers, superintendents and
principals and others, as well as personnel from the pilot
districts to identify needed changes in the regulatory service
delivery system for low-performing students.

This SEA is also conducting another research activity to
develop a building-based change model which will lead
teachers to modify their referral habits and provide
instructional prlcedures so that learning disabled and other
low-performing students will be effectively served in the
regular classroom. The change model wilt focus on active
leadership of the building principal and participatory
management by the school staff; With support from special
education and categorical program directors, principals will
manage the change process and oversee the implementation of
instructional strategies;

At the building level, mechanisms for increasing coordination and
communication among special and regular education staff are needed. Special
education teachers who work with students in small groups or resource rooms can
be isolated from and afforded only minimal communication with regular education
teachers. Instructional leadership and new systems of management are needed if
special education expertise is to be put to more creative use. The Enhancing
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Instructional Options Program is sponsoring several projects to examine ways of
increasing communication between regular and special education teachers, thereby
providing the teachers with supportive mechanisms.

The University of Illinois at Chicago is undertaking a study
to identify the characteristics of special education programs
within high Schoolt that are effective, moderately effective,
and lesS effective, and to investigate the relationships
betWeen special and regular education within those schools.
The researchers will then observe classroom characteristics
and examine the match of curricular and setting demands
between regular and special education classrooms. The data
from these studies will be used to create a model of factors
affecting the academic achievement of learning disabled
students.

The University of Texas is conducting a Statewide project to
develop and validate a support system for meeting the needs
of at-risk students. The support system is a collaborative
consultation model for communication, coordination, and joint
problem solving between regular and special education
teacher& The project will determine and validate the
teacher competencies needed for effective collaboration, and
a State wide sample of teachers will receive training in these
compet -1,71 The model will be evaluated on the basis of
the eft 's of the training on special and regular teachers'
knöw1t kills, and attitudes; and the impact of the
collo bori n on the incidence and nature of student referrals
to special

Vanderbill i.rni.:ersil is assessing the_ effectiVeneSS Of a
mo,c1 which involves a mainstream

:istance iuclue ng a master teacher; a special
education rhe regular education teacher of a
difficult40-_teac1. mildew'. The model is being evaluated by
meaires of th & Auhers of lervices initiated; the frequency
of _teintegraCob; turge .,,indents' academic performance
and behavior; the ccl...cators' instructional behavior
toward_ simila: students, and classroom teachers' participation
in the !EP process.

The Research Institute for Educational Problems is testing
the effectiveness of_ a co-teaching strategy in which a
regular education content area specialist co-teaches with a
special education teacher. Tutorial hours will be available in
which students can receive individual attention to work on
deficient skills in reading and language arts.
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Referral. Evaluation. and Diatitnosis

In their Worts to maintain students in the least restrictive environment,
educators are looking with renewed interest at the process by which students are
referred for special education. Several examples of projects underway to improve
referral procedures and increase diagnostic accuracy were discussed in Chapter 4
of the BiahthAnnual Report- to Congrvss. Additional examples are provided
below:

The Yale School of Medicine is in the second year of a
longitudinal study to examine the definition of learning
disability and determine its prevalence, incidence, stability,
and clinical correlates of its psychometric definition. The
study will differentiate children identified by the school
system as learning disabled from those who are low-
achieving but not learning disabled. The study will follow
the patterns and changes over time of these groups while
monitoring and assessing the effects of special services on
school performance, academic achievement, behavior, and
self-concept.

A study conducted at the University of California at Santa
Barbara represents an effort to describe variables that affect
whether a low-achieving student is referred for special
education placement. The investigation will also examine
whether the social skills curriculum reduces unnecessary
referral and inappropriate placement in special education.

EL-QtrAti ri ing Sbccipl and Regular Educàtióñ

An increased array of program options is needed in order to allow regular
teachers the flexibility to individualize students' programs to meet their varied
needs. The increasing array of program options being developed for handicapped
students may benefit low-performing nonhandicapped students as well. For

-;..:mple, one project, Improving the Options of Handicapped Students in
.inrtream Vocational Edu.ation,_ is attempting _to expand vocational program

.ont fOr handicapped stulrlts by developing detailed information on at least
600 Ilandicnppel students partik ipating in exemplary vocational education programs .

T. ciata on 'hese students toli programs will be analyzed to determine the
chql Acteristics k..e students who participate and succeed in different types of

rar-.2s, the :haracteristics of institutions and programs that have been
''t1; in I, einstreaming haI:clapped students, and data on resources and

: strategie to increase tne success of mainstreamed students and a., 7
nts.

A .her of projects are studying the environmental variables that are
t. ^.4...ar success:
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The University of Minnesota is studying the effectiveness of
differing instructional arrangements for mildly handicapped
students in regular education setting& The variables studied
include class size, size of instructional group (small, large,
individual), degree of structure, and extent of direction by
special education or related services personnel. The effects
of various instructional arrangements on academic engaged
time (time on task), quality and effectiveness of the
environment, task completion, and task comprehension will be
documented.

. . .The University of Kansas is identify' lc instructional
arrangements and procedures currc teachers in
mainctream settings. The effectit-; .-,:ements and
procedures will be gauged by s:ider.'
These arrangements and procedL ozt r.nelyzed and
used with new samples s, to ult their
generalizability across teachers an. ..4cicnts. "enportant
clas..room instructional variables and effective procedures can
then be documented for dissemination and usc by teachers in
the least restrictive settings.

The University of Virginia is studying regular classroom
teachers who have been successful in their interactions with
mainstreamed learning disabled students; teacher thinking and
behavior will be analyzed in order to develop a model of
effective practice. The project also includes a training
component which will enable special education resource
teachers to provide assistance to regular classroom teachers.

Transfer of Instructional Ticiakilm

Increased coordination and communication between regular and special
education teachers will facilitate the transfer of technology between these fields.
The teachers can share techniques they have found to be effective and engage in
joint problem solving. In addition to system level encouragement and the
opportunity to share information, known techniques that are effective in special
education are being tested for use in mainstream classes, new techniques for
intervention with low-achieving students are being devised, and strategies for
adapting curricula for students with learning problems are being developed.
Examples are provided below.

The University of Illinois is examining the efficacy of peer
collaboration as an intervention to enhance the ability of
classroom teachers to meet the needs of students with mild
learning and behavior problems within _the regular classroom.
The research will identify classroom characteristics and
successful pre-referral interventions; and then will examine
whether peer collaboration can be used to expand a teacher's
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repertoire of alternatives to meet the needs of students
with mild learning and behavior problems within the regular
classroom. Teachers will be paired with collaborators who
have had training in instructional management strategies and
strategies to increase self-appraisal; training materials in
these topics will be field-tested to see ir peer collaboration
is a realistic model that can be easily adopted.

Vanderbilt College is investigating specific teacher behaviors
and strategies that have been demonstrated to exert positive
influences on student achievement in regular classes (e.g.,
academic feedback, structuring and directing, monitoring a
planned explanation) to see if they have the same effect on
mainstreamed mildly handicapped students. Effective
strategies will then be incorporated into a teacher training
package.

A project sponsored under the field initiated research
competition is assessing the effectiveness for learning
disabled Audents of a study technique to increase reading
comprehension. The technique, called SQ3R for Survey,
Question, Read, Recite, and Review, has been widely endorsed
for use with students in regular classroom settings, but it
has not been adequately researched to determine its
effectiveness with handicapped or learners. The project is
conducting a series of related studies to assess the efficacy
of the technique for learning disabled secondary students.

The University of Washington is examining three approaches
to the modification of textbooks used by secondary learning
disabled students in regular classrooms. The approaches are
Precision Teaching plus framed outlines, advance organizers,
and graphic presentations. The approaches will be used with
mainstreamed students in regular classrooms; textbooks will
be modified for alternate assignments, (i.e., no modification
for one chapter, a modification for the next, etc.). The
approaches will be compared by measuring student acquisition
of information, retention, and application. Teachers,
students, and staff will be asked about the usefulness and
cost of the modifications. The outcome of this research Will
enhance the ability of mainstreamed handicapped students to
effectively learn the content of the secondary regular
education classroom.

There is a need to ensure that all students receive appropriate special
instructional assistance when they need it, and greater individualization of
instruction can help to fill this need. The transfer of management practices and
instructional technology between regular and special education is called for not
only to address the needs of low-achieving nonhandicapped students, but also to
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assure that students are not misclassified as handicapped. It is believed that
appropriate treatment for learning problems as they arise can forestall their
becoming more severe, or compounded with motivational or attitudinal problems as
students' frustrations increase.

In taking this preventive approach, OSERS is beginning to direct study to
this area, which calls for greater coordination between regular and special
education, new mechanisms of support for regular education teachers with problem
learners, new referral procedures and more accurate diagnostic techniques, and
both new and adapted instructional strategies.

Exoenditlires

Although it has been widely recognized that the use of Federal funding
authorities by the States is1 a continuing source of support and means for
improvement of services to the Nation's handicapped children, expenditure data
were not reported. This Annual Report marks the first time that information has
been available to indicate the amount and range of all sources of funding for
special eduction and related services by the States and Insular Areas.

The 198445 Annual Data Reports included a data requirement, mandated by
Section 618 of the. EHA Amendments of 1983, that States report funds expended
for :pecial eduouon arri related services during school year 1982-83. These
funds were to includc aH costs associated with services to handicapped c!tildren
and youth that are above and beyond the costs of providing regular education
proly ams to nonhandicapped students. Costs associated with capital outlays or
regular education services were not included.

States were required to report expenditures for both special education and
related services according to the funding source; that is, States were to specify
expenditures according to Federal, State, or local source. States were permitted
to estimate expenditures for special education and for related service& Reports
of total expenditure by source of funds expended, however, were to be actual
amounts.
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Despite a lack of familiarit) with these nc k requirements, one;half, or 27 of
the 54 States and Insular Areas that submitted these data provided both actual
total expenditures by source of funds expended and separate counts of
expenditures for special education and for related services. Of these 27 States,
six identified actual amounts expended for special education and related serv;ces;
21 States estimated these two amounts.

Nationa) Summary

For 1982=83, the States and Intular Areas ieporting spent almost $12 billion
on special education and related services (see_ Appendix Table En). This was a
per pupil expenditure for the excess cost of special education, based on total
funds ex_pended for all children served under EHA-B and_Chapter 1 of ECIA
(SOP), of $2,788. About 8.5 percent of these monies were attributed to Fedetal
sources, about 54 percent to State sources, and 38 percent to local sources.
Approximately 60 percent of the total was expended for specirl education
programs, the remainder for related services. Federal sources accoutaed for 8.8
percent of the monies expended on special education programs and 11.2 percent of
the monies expended o., related services.

State Level Analvsea

Per Pupil Expenditures

To describe differences in funds expended by States, per pupil expenditures
were calculated by dividing total funds expended by the number of children
reported as being served under EHA-B and Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) in 1982-83.
State per pupil expenditures for spec4a1 education and related services ranged
from $659 to $5,970 (see Table 30). The median per pupil expenditure was $2,622;
the mridal range was $2,500 to $3,000.

.
E2r.pendit u res

&tirikataiii2.1 ;ation
and Related k cjgo

Th:! pro;eortion cf !..,ial cy.penditures attributed to special education, as
opposed related .,Las calculated for 46 States and 'isular Areas
berall-se -sonic States die t,,t provide data separanly for special education and
i.e!a,zed sf!rvices. The dronortion of total expenditures designated AS SPecial
education expenditures rai;ged from _40 _percent to 96 percent. ConVersely,
expenditures ristSi_f r:ated as spent for related services ranged from 4 to 60 percent.
About half a th: Strte:s ott-viditig data reported between 80-89 percent of the
total expeitures a.,:t-c for .1",pecial education programs; and 11 to 20 percent was
spent for Te1ated se:vices. The median proportion spent for special education was
84 percent; the ;21 cdian proportion spent for related services was 16 percent.
Table 31 leports the range of proportions reported.
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TABLE 30

Per Pupil Expenditures for Special Ee-sation
and Related Services

1982-83

Range of Expenditures
(in dollars) NT, .nber of Staten/

0 - 500

500 - 1,000 3

1,000 1,500 6

1,500 2,000 8

2,000 2,500 7

2,500 - 3,000 14

3,000 - 3,500 11

3,500 - 4,000 4

4,000 - 4,500 0

4,500 5,000

5,000 5,500 0

5,500 - 6,000

AL Includes data from 50 States, D.C., Puerto Rico, Guam,
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
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Ersitalim. of-Total Expenditures
figuied by Federal5ources

Fcr _the States and Insular Areas, Federal sources funded between 3.48
percent and 73.13 percent of total expenditures for special edtication and related
services.? Guana reported the highest proportion--73 percent. Puerto Rico and
the: Diszrict of Columbia followed, reporting 29.45 percent and 20.77 percent,
te*Itctively. The median proportion of expenditures funded by Federal sources
was 9.95 percent. The most typica! proportion, the modal proportion, was
7cetwen 8 an f, 9 percent Table 32 summarizv the range of proportions reported
by !7,'Ite,: p- .1 Insular Areas.

nattLE-sivsaiiatEunsisdjay
tirj3 Estate. vsi.19calikailr

For the States and iiuAar Areas, Federal sources funded between 1.21
percept and 75 percent .4 the expenditures for special education only,4 Guam
repozted thc highest proportion, 75 percent. Puerto Rico folloWed, reporting 25.5
percent. For the States and OK District of Columbia, all Percentages were at 18
percent or below. The median proportion for all respondents was 9.84; the modal
response was between 8 and 9 percent.

To determine the proportion of expenditures for special education from State
sobrces, responses from States repotting expenditures from both State and local
sources were analyzed. Responses from unitary systems, i.e., Hawaii, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and States
unable to separate expenditures from State and local sources were excluded.
According to the information provided by 39 States, expenditures for special
education from State sources ranged between 23.36 and 88.38 percent. The median
proportion reported was 62.87; the typical proportion, the mode, was between 65
and 69 percent.

3 This range excludes percentages reported by New Me: icJ and the Burcau
of Indian Affairs. New Mexico did not participate in the EHA program during
school year 1982-83, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs is supported entirely by
Federal funds.

4 This range excludes percentages reported by New Mexico and the Bureau
of Indian AffairS, which reported 0 percent and 100 percent of expenditures from
Federal sources.
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TABLE 31

Proportion of State Expenditures
for Special Educatiön and Related Services

1982-83

Proportion of Total Expenditures

Special Education Related Services Number of Statesaj

90-99 1-10 9

80-89 11-20 24

70-79 21-30 6

60=69 31=40 4

50-59 41=56 2

40-49 51-60 1

it/ Includes data from 42 States, D.C., Puerto Rico, Guam,
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
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TABLE 32

Proportion of Special Education
and Related Services Expenditures

Funded by Federal Sources
as Reported by the States

1982-83

Range of Proportion Number of States1/

0 - 1

2 - 3

4 - 5 4

6 - 7 7

8 - 9 13

10 - 11 5

12 - 13 7

14 - 15 4

16 - 17 6

18 - 19

20 - 21 2

28 - 29
1

30 - 100

VIncludes data from 50 States, D.C., Puerto Rico, Guam, andBureau of Indian Affairs.
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A4 in the analysis describing special education expenditures funded by State
sources, the analysis describing special education expenditures funded by local
sources included responses from States reporting expenditures from both State and
local sources; responses from unitary systems_ and States unable_ to separate
expenditures from State and local sources were excluded. Information from these
States indicated that expenditures for special education from local sources ranged
between 4 and 66 percent. The median response was 27.47 percent; the modal
response fell betWeen 20 and 24 percent.

Proportion of Exnenditures for
Related Services _Funded bv
Federal.. State. and Local Source

For the States and Insular Areas, Federal sources fundsd between 2 and 66
percent of total expenditures for related services only.5 The reported median
proportion was 15.24 percent. Modal responses indicated the most typical Federal
proportion was between 5 and 9 percent.

To determine the proportion of expenditures for related services from State
sources, information from States that reported expenditures from State and local
sources were analyzed; responses from unitary systems were excluded. According
to the data provided by 39 States, expenditures for related services from State
sources ranged between 11.95 percent and 86.23 percent. The median proportion
reported was 49.5. The modal responses ir.dicated that the typical proportion
was between 65 and 69 percent.

As in the analysis describg related services funded by State sources, this
analysis included States that reported expenditures for related services from State
and local sources; unitary systems were excluded. Responses from these States
indicated that expenditures for related services from local sources ranted bet ween
4 and 79 percent. The median proportion was 27 percent. The modal responses
indicated that the typical proportion was between 15 and 19 percent. Thus,
States are contributing approximately equal proportions for special education and
related services, whereas local educational agencies are contributing
proportionately more for special education than related services.

5 This range include: responses from 41 States, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, Guam and the Bu, eau of Indian Affairs. Percentages reported by
New Mexico and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, which reported 0 percent and 100
percent of expenditures from Federal sources were excluded.
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Efforts to Assess and Assure the Effectiveness of
Programs Educating Handicapped Children

The Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) Section 601(c) states four
purposes, the last of which is "to assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts to
educate handicapped children." Section 618(a)(1) requires the Secretary to "assess
progress in the implementation of this Act, the impact, and the effectiveness of
State and local efforts to provide free appropriate public education to all
handicapped children and youth." The Secretary continuously conducts such
assessments based on reviewing State plan applications, monitoring of State
efforts to implement the requirements of the Act, and evaluating educational
programs. Similarly, State educational agencies in accordance with S-Ntion 614 of
the EHA require submission and review of applications from local educational
agencies or intermediate educational units which desire to receive payments under
this Act. Further, the U.S. Education Department General Administrative
Regulations (EDGAR) 34 CFR 76.101 require that State educational agencies must
monitor and evaluate such programs. This chapter reviews these Federal and
State efforts to assess and assure the effectiveness of the education of
handicapped children.

The chapter presents a description of Federal and State efforts to monitor
the development and implementation of policie r. and procedures tr provide all
handicapped children a free appropriate public education consisteni with EHA
requirements. The monitoring procedures and their findings provide f!vidence of
the national effort being made to assess and assure the implementation of the
Act. The folk --ring section describes Federal and State efforts to evaluate
program impact and effectiveness, which comPlement the monitoring efforts to
improve program quality.

Program Review

In order to carry out their responsibility to assess and assure the
implementation of a free appropriate public education for all handicapped children,
Federal and State agencics have developed and refined program administrative
review procedures. These program compliance review procedures have been
instituted to assess and assure that policies, procedures, and practices related to
the education of handicapped children are consistent with Federal and State
statutes and regulations. This section of the chapter describes the Federal
procedures and findings associated with State plan review and cornpF 3 ce
monitoring. The section also describes the results of State educational e;ncy
effcrtt; to assess and assure that State-operated and State-supported programs,
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local educational agency programs and intermediate educational 1agency programs
are educating handicapped children consistent with Federal and State statutes and
regulations.

OSEP-Revie-w-of State ProRrams

The program review process has two parts-review of plans submitted by
States for their EHA-B State Grata Program funds, and monitoring to assure
adherence to State Plans. This section of the _report describes the new
procedures developed for submission and review of State Plans, and provides a
detailed description of OSEP's revised comprehensive compliance review system.

The purpose of the OSEP review of State programs is to identify and correct
discrepancies between Federal statutory and regulatory requirements and State
plans, policies, procedures, and practice. Thus, the objective of OSEP's review
and monitoring activitiet is to determine_compliance and remedy, if necessary, any
are«t of noncompliance. These OSEP compliance activities are not designed toidentify and promote exemplary _or promising practices. The discretiortiry
programs described in _the previous chapter are the means by which new and
innovative practices Are being developed, demonttrated, and disseminated.
Consequently, this section provides a limited descriptie:, of the ational progressbeing made to provide all handicapped children a free appropriate public
education. States have made significant advancements in improving theavailability and quality of education for all handicapped children. These
improvements have been documented in previous Annual Reports to Congress as
well as elsewhere in this report.

The issues identified by the OSEP review of State programs reflect a second
generation of problems which represent those most complex and resistant to
change. In addition, States are being challenged to maintain adequate
documentation. The findings of Federal and State monitoring suggest that the
corrective actions are most often a need for refining or expanding current
procedures and practice.

State-Plan-Iteview

In the spring of 1986, OSEP began implementing a staggered State Plan
revieW schedule. The authority for thit action is set out in Section 76.103 of the
Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), which states:

If the Secretary determines that the 3-year State Plans under a
program should be submitted by the States on a Staggered Schedule; the
Secretary may require groups of States to submit or resubmit their
plans in different yeu-s.

To implement the staggered State Plan procedures, States were divided into three
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groups. Group I was approved for one year (FY 87), Group II for two years
(FY 87-88), and Group III for three years (FY 87-89). However, subsequent State
Plan submissions for Groups I and II are for a 3-year period. These groupings
are based upon OSEP's monitoring schedule. A staggered schedule facilitates
coordination between State Plan preparation and OSEP monitoring findings by
allowing States to use the results of monitoring visits to revise State Plans in a
more timely manner.

In order to ensure that States maintain their eligibility for funding during
the conversion period, the following requirements for submission were met during
FY 86:

Groups I and II - Each State submitted a letter indicating
thr,t the unchanged portions of its FY 8446 State Plan are
incorporated by reference for FY 87, for States in Group I,
as well as for FY 88, if the State is in Group II.
Amendments to the plan that were subsequently approved by
OSEP after the original plan was submitted could also be
incorporated by reference. Also, in submission letters, the
States (1) identified any changes in its FY 84-86 plan that
were not previously approved by OSEP and (2) attached
copies of the changes to the letter.

Group III - Each State in Group III submitted a complete
State Plan package.

The- States have been assigned to Groups I-III 1based upon the date1 of the
last monitoring visit, as shown in Table 33. In reviewing State plans submitted
by States during the past year OSEP found, as most common, the problems listed
in Table 34. Each of these problems is discussed below.

ftlxlic Participation. The EHA regulations require States to hold public
hearings and to make the State's Plan available for comment by the general
public. In many cases, States failed to meet the public hearing requirement, for
example, if only one hearing was conducted in a single location. This one hearing
could not meet the intent of the requirement, especially when large States were
involved. It proved difficult for the public to make substantial verbal comment if
the location of the hearing was not in a city convenient to the commentator.
Many States submitting full plans were required to hold more than one public
hearing to remedy this problem.

Time latch on_due process appeals. Several State Plans contained an
administrative provision allowing a time period to elapse after which parties to a
due process hearing could no longer appeal the hearing decision. This provision
effectively allowed the party ordered to implement the decision to delay
implementation of the hearing officer's decision. The child involved would be
protected from needless changes in placement or program until the time for
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appeal had passed. The pendency requirement always remains in place through ajudicial proceeding, but in this case it collapses after the time latch since the
parties to the hearing relinquish their right to appeal after the time has passed.

TABLE 33

Assignment of States to State Plan Submission Groups I-III

Group I: Monitoring visits completed during 1984-86.aj

Delaware South Carolina Louisiana
Minnesota Kentucky CaliforniaHawaii Guam American SamoabjTrust Territories Georgia MassachusettsTexas Virgin Islands IndianaNevada Oklahoma KansasWett Virginia Arkansas Maryland
Ohio Rhode Island

Group IL States to be monitored in school year 1986-87.

Vermont Mississippi MaineNebraska Oregon Tennessee
Missouri New Jersey AlabamaFlorida Colorado Alaska
Bureau of Indian A -airs Pennsylvania MichiganNew Mexico

group III: States to be monitored in school year 1987-88.

Iowa Connecticbt New YorkDistrict of Columbia Wyoming WisconsinIllinois North Dakota South DakotaVirfir,:e. Puerto Rico WashingtonIdaho Utah Arizona
New Hampshire Montana North Carolina

gij Includes pilot visit of Delaware for development of new monitoring
procedures and technical assistance visits to Trust Territories, Guam,
Virgin Islands, and American Samoa to assess and promote the full
implementation of EHA-B.

bj American Samoa submitted a complete individual State Plan foi FY 87-
89 subsequent to the visit.
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TABLE 34

Occurrence of Discrepancies in Review of 18 State Plans

Discrepancy Number of States

Public Participation

Latch on Due Process Appeals 4

Counting Students without IEPs 0

Counting Students in Categories not Consistent
with Federal Categories 0

Mediation as Barrier to Due Process 1

Content of Notice to Parents 10

Monitoring Procedures 10

LRE Assurances 10

OSEP found that any time latch less than 30 (11)3 was a violation of the EHA and
required States with a provision of less than 30 days remove the procedure
from their Plan. In a few cases the t:me latch was ilctcased to meet the 30-day
criterion. No problem was cited by OSEP if t State's latch extended beyond a
30-day ps;riod.

lk-djffaktsL±Ofiu. Some_ States required mediation as a
prior condition to granting a due process hearing. The requirement of
participation in the mediation process is a violation of the EHA and therefore
must be removed from a State's Plan. A few States offer the opportunity for a
parent to elect mediation as a way of settling a disagreement. OSEP sees the use
of mediation as a benefit to parents and children with handicapping conditions,
however, States must be careful that mediation is not a condition of the right to
a due process hearing.

categories i lhildren. States have been given the
opportunity to name or designate cat, .ries of handicapped children with
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appropriate discretion. This leads to categories of handicapped children which on
their face do not appear consistent With the Federal categories. In reviewing
these categories for consistency, plan reviewers in OSEP found inconsistencies
with Federal regulations. Examples include the use of a category for pregnant
teenagers, delinquent adolescents, and socially maladjusted children. These
inconsistent categories were removed from State Plans.

Monitoring Procedures. Each State mug develop monitoring prccedures to
ensure that LEAs are in compliance with specific requirements of the Act. In
many cases reviews of these proceduret found that many requirements of the EHA
were not monitored. In some cases, States found noncompliance, but did not take
action to ensure compliance. The OSEP review identified the deficiencies in the
monitoring procedures, and the States then made the adjustment.

LRE assurances. OSEP izviewt yielded information that States were unable
to furnish the appropriate assurances, through the policies and procedures found
in LEAs, that children with handicapping conditions could be ensured placemen t inthe least restrictive environment. The necessary changes in Plans were addressedby the States.

Defective _parent -notice. As OSEP reviewed the content of notice to parentsit was found that States in tome instances were unable to furnish p5rents with
adequate notice. In some cases the notice was incomplete because it omitted
portions of the requirements in the regulations for ERA; in other cases the notice
itself was not clear.

Counting children witheutIEPs. in some reviews of_ State Plans it wasnoted that children would be counted before an IEP was developed. In thesesituations children Were counted under EFIA, had evaluations performed byqualified professionalt, but IEP meetings had not been conducted by the public
agency. Serving children with handicapping conditions without an IEP is
inconsistent with EHA since children cannot receive special education and related
services and be counted under EHA, unless they have an IEP.

Compliance Monitoring

During school years 1984;436, OSERS implemented a substantially revised and
improved OSEP monitoring system related to EHA-B and States' implementation of
other relevant Federal acts. This refinement of OSEP procedures is the basis for
significant improvements in monitoring techniques and approaches. Although thcnew system is not fully operational, it was field tested in Delaware, and
implemented in May 1985. OSEP has monitored the 18 States listed in Table 35.
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Description of the comprehensive compliance review system. The authority
for OSEP compliance monitoring activities is contained in two Federal provisions:
Section 616 of the EHA-B and 74.85 of EDGAR. OSEP's mechanism for
determining SEA compliance with all Federal provisions and with the content of
an approved State Plan is its Comprehensive Compliance Monitoring System.
Section 616(a) of the EHA-B requires the Department to withhold funds if the
Secretary, "finds (1) that there has been a failure to comply substantially with
any provision of Section 612 or Section 613, or (2) that in the administration of
the State Plan there is a failure (by a State) to comply with any provision.., or
with any requirements set forth in the application of a local educational agency
or intermediate educational entity approved by the State educational agency
pursuant to the State Plan..."

. Prior to 1984
OSEP's compliance monitoring of SEAs was premised on periodic (approximately
every 3 years) program administrative reviews. As redesigned, OSEP
compliance monitoring activities now emphasize the ongoing collection, review,
and analysis of information to ensure full implementation of Federal requirements
at the State and local level, The compliance monitoring system emphasizes
structured interaction with each SEA and is implemented through five components
of OSEP's Comprehensive Compliance Monitoring Syct,. The five components
are:

air-maw-am In ILAL7M IL --11sAlexsoi- Is_ a V.2 41

Annual Performance Reports and Data Review;

State Plan Review and Approval;

Comprehensive Compliance Review;

Verification of Corrective Action Plan Implementation; and

Specific Compliance Review.

A description of how each of the components in OSEP's Comprehensive
Compliance Monitoring System is used to review SEA compliance with applicable
Federal requirements is provided below.

Aranvial -Review. A fundamental component of
all OSEP compliance monitoring activities is the annual analysis of data and
performance reports subm5tted by SEAS and other information readily available to
OSEP. SEAs are required each year to submit to OSEP several types of
information concerning the availability of special education programs within the
State, including the numbers of children receiving special education and related
services, exiting from special education, and placed in differing educational
settings. Other required information includes: estimates of the anticipated
transitional services needed for children exiting school, an identification of the
types of personnel currently employed and needed, a description of services
needing improvement, and an analysis of the expenditures of State and local funds
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TABLE 35

States Monitored Since May 1985

State Monitoring Dates

South Carolina May 6-10, 1985

Louisiana June 10-14, 1985

Minnesota July 8-12, 1985

Kentucky August 19-23, 1985

California September 19-27, 1985

Hay September 15-28, 1985

Indiana November 18-22, 1985

Kansas December 9-13, 1985

Georgia January 13-17, 1986

Arkansas January 21-24, 1986

Ohio January 27-31, 1986

Maryland February 3-7, 1986

Massachusetts March 10-14, 1986

West Virginia March 23-28, 1986

Oklahoma March 3I-Apri1 4, 1986

Texas April 14-19, 1986

Nevada April 20-25, 1986

Rhode Island June 2-6, 1986



on special education. Information from other surveys; sch as those conducted by
the Office for Civil Rights and the Mfice of Adult and Vocational Education, is
also used. By examining these data, OSEP is able to screen for potential
compliance related issues, and to assist States in improving their own information
systems for similar use in screening local and intermediate e-;ucational unit
program performance.

This information is used to analyze individual State performance and national
trends regarding the nature and status of special education and related services
available for all children with handicaps. While this information is not used as a
basis for determination of compliance, it is used to identify trends which may
reflect problems in the implementation of Federal requirements.

Comprehensive Compliance Review;_ The on-site comprehensive review of
SEA administration of EHA-B every three years is the most extensive component
of OSEP's program review system. A comprehensive compliance review includes
an on-site visit to the SEA and on-site visits to selected educational programs
within the State. The review examines all applicable State policies and
procedures designed to implement Federal requirements.

The comprehens;ve compliance review process is comprised of six activities:

1. Selr ion of SEAs to be monitored. SEAs are selected on the
bat 9f when they were last visited, their compliance
hist. complaints filed with either OSEP or OCR, and
information already collected by the U.S. Department of
Education. Sources of existing information include OSEP
child count data, OCR surveys, and vocational education data
submitted to the Department. Ongoing procedures ensure
effective communication with concerned parent and advocacy
organizations.

Development of OSEP monitoring plans. A compliance
monitoring plan for each State is developed using existing
information. The plan includes (a) an off-lite review of
information; (b) a compliam:e assessment based on
documentation submitted by the SEA; (c) an identification of
complianct requirements in neeci of further review; _(d) a
specific plan for the acquisition of information needed tb
establish SEA c("npliance/noncompliance with relevant
requirements (e) a list of sites to be visited; (I) a tentative
agenda for the on-site (and remaining off-site) phase of the
review; and (g) projected timelines for completion of review
with appropriate milestones.

icview of information. During the on-site review, an
OSEP monitoring team uses standard_ procedures and
instruments to (a) obtain information from parents and
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advocates concerned with special education within_ _the State
or local school syStem; (bY interview appropriate staff:
(c) review files and records using file extraction formats; and
(d) obtain input from appropriate service providers (S:a tc
Schools; other state agencies and LEAs), where necessary.

Compliance assessment. During the compliance aLsessment
phase, an OSEP monitoring team reviews and analyzes all
information and clarifications obtained prior to and during
the site vitit to assess compliance with Federal requirements.

5. Issuance_ of a compliance monitoring report. The report of
each compliance monitoring review is prepared based on a
standard format structured to address the areas of SEA
administrative responsibility. The report includes a specific
cization for any identified deficiency. The report also
specifically describes the documentation reviewed, summarizes
the facts discovered; and stipulates required corrective
actions.

6. Development of a corrective action plan. If noncompliance is
determined, a corrective action plan is developed by each
SEA after_receipt of the compliance monitoring report. This
report includes, at a minimum: (a) a description of steps to
t..1. taken by the SEA to correct deficiencies; (b) _a timeline
for completion _a all steps; (c) an identification of any item
needing_clarification; and (d) a detailed deszription of the
documentation to be submitted verifying completion of the
correction of deficiencies.

Follow-un Verification andStinnort=o-f=Co-r-rective Action Plan Theprocedures of this component are de-Signed to ,..nsure that all agreed-upon
corrective actions are implemented an& that the technical support whien OSEP
agrees to provide is delivered. Follow-up verification and support can occur a a
result of any nne -of the four compliance review components listed above.

SneeificCo-mialiance Review. The specific compliance review is focused on
thOte SEA administrative responsibilities which have been identified for indepth
analysis by OSEP on the basis of compliance history, State Plan review, OCR and
OSEP complaints, or analysis of annual data and performance report information
This _component of the compliance _review system may also be used to _resolve
problems which States have identified _as_ próSSing. These reviews emphasize
ongoing communication and may include State visits by OSEP staff or
consultations with State officials in Washington to discuss ongoing problems,
negotiate solutions, and agree on corrective action plans. In instances where a
problem requires more intensive data collection, a specific compliance review may
include on=site investigations at the State and local levels.
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AdditicmallY, OSEP may use specific comr :ante reviews to foctis on one or
more uquirem-ents in sevtral States at the same tithe. if a requirement or set of
requirement§ is identified as an issue w ich arises in many States, it may be
advantageous to review t1 implemen:atio:, _of this requirement in more than one
State. In such cases, trenes may br '..:tified which will allow for intensive
assistance to States (mt that specifi,. : or a review of eIisting pblicy and
practice. When a r. ecific compliance review cutS acrost several States, the
review will be more intensive and may, therefore, require a review of programs at
the local kvel.

- --Findinas since Mav 1985 monitorina reviews. The Division of Assistance to
States has completed It Comprehensive Compliance Review site visits and analyzed
the results; The findings are summarized in Table 36. The table presents the
frequency of noncompliance findings .-vith EHA-B requirements . /kilt were
identified as a result of _OSEP monitoring. As indicated, on the basi of 18
compliance reviews, there are continuing problems in the area Of SEA nioi...oring,
general supervision, and least restrictive environment. In addition, the comaaint
review process and _the development of a ConiPrehenSiVe SYstem of Personiel
Development (CSPD) are problem areas. TheSe fietitiently cit findings oi
noncompliance with EHA-B requirements art diSenssed below.

aRebbY monitoring. Each State is resporrible for the
.,loption and use proper methods_ for the monitoring of sgencies, institutionS,
and organizations in theState providing education to children who are
handicapped_ and receiving funds under EHA-B. _The Comprehensive Compliance
Review findings :.ndicate that States have neither adopted nc- sA.t into use
Ainitoring procedures sufficient to identify deficiencies in the adrniiistration of
special education programs within a State.

State departments of education reviewed were found to have significant
deficiencies in proce res for collecting or analyzing information sufficient to
identify a responsible agency's failure to comply with the legal requirements of
EHA,B. While many of these deficiencies related to the capacity to monitor local
educational agencies, there were also problems with the monitoring of other public
agencies (such as a State Department of Human Resources) and private schools
responsible for the education of handicapped children.

In addition, States, for the most part, had inadequate policies or procedures
for systematically obtaining and reviewing other information relevant to
compliance determinations. This included accessing sourcet such as complaint
files, hearing and court files and decisions, and evaluation and performance
reports. In some cases, SEAs did not maintain documentation of monitoring and
compliance activities in a retrievable or complete manner.
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Further, OSEP iound that procedurek to assure thaL program deficiencies
identified through SEA monitoring ire corrected were inadequate. This has
resulted in some instances in inadequate implementation of States' existing
enforcement autiJrity to the degree ne,.essary to assure that agencies comply
with SEA corrective orders and with all appli.-...able legal responsibilities.

SEA corrective orders in some cases were not specific enough to make clear
what corrective _actions must be taken. Correspondingly, corrective action plans
in response to such orders typically contained assurances that a violation would
be corrected rather than an explanation of the orecA..,e Steps rteded for correction
of the_ deficicncy. A related deficiency found in cern States was that no
hearing mechanism existed for LEAs wii dentifiàd deficiencies to chailenge SEAs
findings (as required by 34 CFR Section :;:00.1941(a)). LEAs ::in relues: a hearing
if a State withholds.

TABLE 36

Frequency of Noncompliance with EHA-B Requirements
Identifieo in 18 Compliance Rev: .vsli

Requirement/Element
Number of

States Cited

i-ercent of
States Cited

(n=18)

State Educational Agency Monitoring 18 100
LEA Applications 15 83
Complaint Management 12 67
Geneml Supervision 15 83
Due Process and PrOcedural Safeguards 17 94
Child Count 10 56
Program _Evaluation 4 22
Least Restrictive Environment 18 100
Surrogate Parents 8 44
Comprehensive system Of Personnel
iDevelopment (CSPD) 6 33
Administration of Funds 1 I 61
Confidentiality 4 22
Individualized Education Program 17 94
Student Evaluation 4 22
Private Schools 2 l'

al Data are based on draft reports and may be adjusted when the reports
become final after OSEP review of State comments on findingS. The nature
of noncompliance issues in each category varies widely across States. Please
refer to the text for explanation.
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In an effort _to correct the problemS found in the area of mr.aitoring,
OSEP has required ihat each of t'-e StateS inVolved develop rrocedures
for determining whether educati I programs under its jurisdi icr children
who are handicapped meet StatC standards as well as EHA-ir.; and EDGAR
requirements. This includeS, a:s necessary; written procedures that will result in
corrective action plans that ha% a &tailed description of specific action -. to be
taken, revised monitoring procedures and instruments, written procedures Which
enSure the collection, arialytis and maintenance of relevant information, adequate
hearing procedures, and so on; In order to ascertain that the deficiencies in
monitoring procedures have been corrected, at appropriate timeS during FY 87,
OSEP will review a sample of monitoring files or reports resulting from a State's
revised procedures.

LEA anolications. SEAs are responsiblo_for deVelOPing procedures that LEAs
(and other public agencies in tht_ State that proVide educational services to
children who are handicapped) must folloW when submitting applications for EHA-
B funds. In addition, an SEA's Procedures must include consideration o any due
process heariog decisions adverse to an applicant and any previouf ac.ions to
withhold funds from an applicant for failing to comply with a program
requirement.

The e i.P monitoring teams found a variety -of Otöblern3 in the SEA review
and _approt.:: process for LEA applications. While the specific problems differed
from State to State, every State prOgra-o monitored during the year had one
problem or another with thete requirements; Some States had the fundainental
problem of not adequately informing_ eligible applicants of how tb obtain EHA-B
funds or of not reasonably informing them of all the Federal zcquiremànts that
must be satisfied before an SEA can approve an applitatión for EHA-B funds.

Some States lacked written procedir or had inadequate written procedures
for evaluating LEA applicationS. Consequently,_in certain instances Statet had no
formal criteria for evaluating these applications, nor could they inforrn_LEAs of
the_ criteria that would be applied in the review of the applications. Thus; most
review processes lacked one or more of theSe componentS., (I) a procedure for
determining that each applicant meett each requirentent of applicable law; (2) a
procedure for considering adverse due proceSs decisions; and (3) 2 procedure for
considering previous decisions to withhold funds for failure to comply with a
requirement. As a result; a sampling of LEA applications by the OSEP monitoring
teams revealed many applications in which an applicant failed to meet the
reqUireMents set forth in the EHA-B regulations.

Correcting these deficiencies required the States to develop procedures or
amend current procedures. Further, States were required to review previously
approved applications in order to determine which applications were approved
although failing to meet Federal requirements and, as necessary, to aslc grantees
to amend their applications to conform to the requirements as defined in the
revised application procedures.
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OSEP's monitoring of scorrective actions included, (1) reviewing the
comprehensiveness and explicitness oL the SEA's revised application procedures,
making_ sure that each SEA provided applicants with these revised procedures; and
(2) examining a sample of the first group of applications or amended applications
approved under an SEA's revised pro_edures to make sure that these applications
meet all of the Federal requirements.

Complaint manuemer Each SEA is responsib.e for receiving and resolving
any complaint stating that the State or any public agency receiving EHA-B funds
is violating a Federal ..1!:ute or regulation applicable to .:pecial education
programs in the State. T. OSEP monitoring teams found a broad spectrum of
ways in which States meet this requirement. Those States monitored during this
past year w! -c about evenly divided among those with no identified problems in
their comp :int management systems, those with minor or easily remedied
problems; and those with significant problems.

Among the problems found in some States' complaint management procedures
is a difficulty in iiering to the 60-day time limit for investigating and resolving
a complaint. is. le cases. the State did not inform tht: complaint-A of the 60-
day rule ap: T;: to the complaint process. (Th,t regulations at 34 CFR
Section 76.781,,,,, , allow for an extensiNi of the time limit based on
"exceptional circumotances" but there was no :.gnifica: locumentation that State;
had defined "exceptional circumstances" and that delay', beyond the 60-day limit
were actually the result of circumstances that could be called vecpticaal.")

Another protlem in some States arises from the fact that Federal regWations
require that a complaint must be in writing, signed, and contain a statement that
a State or subgrantee has violated a statute or regulation and the allegeo facts
on which the statement is based. Some SEAs did not inform complainants of
these requirements and did not act on complaints lacking one of these elements.
For example, a complaint that was otherwise sufficient but lacking a signature
would not be investigated; the complainant would not be informed that a signature
was required and preventing action on the complaint. Some States also failed
to inform complainants of the right to appeal the decision of a State on a
complaint to the Secretary of Education.

There were instances where an OSEP monitoring team found that a State
lacked written complaint management procedures a-ad, in fact, was doing very
little to implement a domplaint management system. In those instances OSEP has
given the State a brief period of time to remedy the shortcomings and submit
documentation. Fowever, in most cases, corrective actions required Statet _to
improve the process by more thoroughly informing complainants about the
reciui:ements t4nd rights related to a complaint and adhering to the 60-day time
limit for investigating; and resolving complaints_ Ibc effc.:..tiveness of these
improvements will be measured by reviewing complaint files, reviewing
documentation to ascertain that all of the needed information has been
transmitted, and determining whether the time requirement was met.

162

IS 4



OPneral supervision. Each SEA is responsible for ensuring that all
educational programs administered within the State for children with hnndicapt
are under the general supervision of the persons responsible for special education
programs in_ the SEA and meet the education stan&rds eStablithtd by the SEA.
This includes each program administered by any o:. r pUblic agency within the
State. Each SEA is further required tO ensure that it and all other public
agencies within the State receiving EHA-B funds retain for at least 5 years, any
record needed to demonstrate that these general supervision requirements are
being met.

Most of the States monizored did not fully meet the gener1.1 supervision
requirements. Some SEAs had no policy on retention of records for the requisite
five-year period, either for the SEA itSelf or for the SEA's subgrantees. Some
States had particular 7roblems documeroing the general supervision of a particular
type of institution; such as a special school or intermediate unit, as opposed to
an LEA. Some States had particular difficulty in demonstrating that a method
exists for disseminating information on special education program requirements and
successful practices to other agencies and interested peronS.

The corrective actions reqi;ired by OSEP in response to the deficiencies
noted varied depending on the extent of the problem within a State. Ir some
States, it was only necessary to ask for an impr.I.ed plan for the retention ci
records_ and the _dissemination of pertinent in:Jr-nation related to State and
Federal program standards. In other States, the devJopment and imni.mentation
of a more elaborate document was necessary, including procedur s. not only for
the retention of records and the_ diSSeminaCon of information; but also for
clarifying that the SEA has been given specific authority for general supervision
of special edncation services within the State; This extends to the authority to
correct deficiencies and enforce legal obligations in relation to other public
agencies in the State.

Due Process angLaggellsr:Al safeguards, Each SEA is reSpOnSible for ensuring that
it and each public agen,zy within the State providing educational services to
children with handicaps establish and impleintrit prOcedural safeguards which meet
the requirements of Federal !aw MoS,t of the States visited have elaborate
systems of procedural safeguards in place in. response to the due process
requirements of EHA-B. In most States, significant parts of these systems were
functioning in a manner consistent with pi ocedural safeguard provisions of EHA-B,
but due to the complex nature of these requirements; most States had deficiencies
in one or more aspects of their procedures.

For example. rrie States were deficient in transmitting hearing findings and
decisions to the S. kdvisory Panel as required by EHA=13. Another State failed
to adequately den trate the impartiality of officialt reviting hearings on
appeal. Some others Cell short in having time limits Which ere too short to
allow parties to a hearing to adequately exercise their rights (for example, a 10-
day time limit for appealing a hearing decision when the reproduction of the
hearing record could not be accomplished in much less than 30 days).
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In a number of States, there were problems with the ;quacy of the notices
and other information on due process rights being given to parents. One State
coule not document that required notices prior to evaluation or placement were
always given or that, in cases wnere there were notices given, they contained the
required explanation of all procedural safeguards available to parents.

Other deficiencies found in State procedural safeguards covered a broad
range; but no single problem was prevalent Other problems identified in one or
more States included: fe i,ng to inform parents of f rec or low cost legal or oC:er
advocacy servic,s.s; not giving parents the option of having their child present at a
hearing or opening the hearing to the public; not assigning_ surrogate parents in
all of the situations where a surrogate parent is called for; not assuring the
impartiality of hearing officers, appeals review officer; or surrogate parents;
failure to guarantee that cluFing the pendency of any administrative or judicial
proceeding; the child involved remzins in his or her current educational
placement; not the appeals review officer 'o examine the entire hearing
record (limit' 'ew t) the written findings of fact and th,:- decision); or
allowint; tit( e school officer to make a final dctermination on an
appeal.

In most cac,..s, the corrective action 2quired by OSEP was _relatively limited,
since it required only one or two discrete modifications of a due process system
that was, for the most part, functioning in accordance with EHA-B requirements.
As necessary, States were required ts, modify or revise those parts of the
regulations or procedures that were not consistent with F,11A-B. They were also
asked to document that other agencies in the State providing EHA-B procedural
safeguards had been informed of the change. In a few cases, SEAs were asked to
develop manuals to assist other agencies in implementing the more major r..1:d
complicated changes.

Child count. Each State is responsible for reporting to the U.S. Department
of Education by the first da of February of each year the number o1 children
with handicaps; ases three t. -ough 21, who are receiving special education and
related services. This report ust be compiled and submitted in accordance with
Federal requirements.

In order for a child to be counted by a State

I. the child must have a handicapping condition as defined by EHA-B; and

2. a public agency must be providing the child with special
education services.

Without these elements, a child should not be included in a Statc's child
count. In addition, children counted under certain other Federal programs should
not also be counted for EHA-B purposes. Consequently, a State must have
verification procedures to document that the EHA-B child count is accurate. The
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States visited generally appeared _to be making a good faith effort to produce
accurate child cc.onts. While there was little evidence that there were substantial
inaccuracies in the counts being made by the various States, less than a majority
of the States monitored had adequate verification procedures to document the
accuracy of the annual counts.

In some States, the SEA was assisted in its verification activities by LEAs
or independent auditors. In some of those instances, the SEA could not
demonstrate that it was aware of the methodology being used by the LEAs or
independent auditors to verify the child count data. In other i,Dstances, SEAs had
established procedures for the verification of child co,nt data, but could not
document that these procedures were, in fact, being used by other agencies as
required.

OSEP hiS given assistance to those States with deficiencies in their child
count procedures. In a few States where the monitoring results' Suggested A
possibility that a State's child count contained substantial errorS (slich AS
counting children for more than one Federal program where this it prohibited or
counting children with multiple handicaps under more than one category of
handicapp:ng condition), the State has been asked I: & iiiore than bring child
count and verification procedures up to Federal In those States, the
new procedures will be applied retroactively to the tnree most recent child
counts. If any instances of erroneous receipt of ERA funds are disclosed, the
SEA inVolVed will be asked to remit the overpayment to the U.S. Department of
T ;ducation.

Program_syabitjsm. Each State is responsible for the adoption and use of
procedures to evaluate, annually, the effectiveness of programs in meeting the
needs of handicapped children, including the evaluation of the individualized
education programs (IEPs) developed for each child. The monitoring teams did
not find significant deficiencies in this area in most of the States visited.

A few States did have problems that required corrective action. For
example, deficiencies included: no written procedures to evaluate the ::.ffectiveness
of programs; no assignment of responsibility for the evaluation activities to any
office or individual; no use of monitoring information as a data source for
evaluation activities; no stated bas:s for selecting the numbers and types of
programs to be evaluated; and no whange of the information with affected
agencies, State officials, or affectet: parents in order to facilitate the
improvement of programs.

Le-durestrictive environment. Each State is responsible for ensuring that
each public agency serving students who are handicapped establisheS and
implements procedures that meet the Federal requirements for educating those
students in the least restrictive environment (LRE). There are many aspacte .0
LRE. A primary requirement is to educate, to the maximum extent rtppropriate,
children who are handicapped with children who are net handicapped. This means
that the removal of children who are handicapped from the regular educational
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environment occurs only when the nature of a child's handicap is such that
education in regular classrooms (with supporting services) cannot be accomplished.

Based on site visits conducted by OSEP monitoring teams, virtually every
State had significant problems in meeting its LRE responsibilities. In some Statec,
problems are Statewide and evidence leads to the conclusion that States have
neither established nor implemented procedures to ensure the removal of children
who are handicapped from the regular educational environment is justified.

Thete States ;lave not developed policies and procedures setting forth
standards public agencies are to use to assure that, to the maximum extent
appropriate; children who are handicapped are educated with children who are not
handicapped. As -1 result; there are no corresponding standards that public
agencies are to use to document and justify placements in restrictive educational
environments. Also, LEA applications are approved that do not indic2te that
removal of students who are handicapped from regular to segregated educational
settings will be eocurnalted and justified.

Reviews of _some individual student records in these States revealed a
substantial 1.eck of information that LRE is considered before a placement is made
in a more restixtive setting. To the contra: y, it is possible to conclude that
Tc-ne placements are made on the basis of the handicapping condition or for
administrative convenience. In some cases, it appears that a placement ha.. been
detcrmined prior to the development of a complete individualized educatic._.
progAarn (IEP).

Each public agency in a State providing educational services to children who
ate handipped is required by EHA-B regulations to make available a continuum
of altexnative placements to meet the individual needs ,-)f these children, Because
of deficienciei such as those cited in the previous paragraphs, monitoring teams
found that in some States, a chilcrs placement depended on what LEA was making
the placement. Where children with a certain handicapping covtion in one LEA
might be placed in a variety of settings in accordance with individ'7al assessments,
children in another LEA might automatically be assigned to on . placement in
which aH cl_lren with that handicapping condition in that LEA are assigned.

An important corollary of the LRE requirement is that children who are
handicapped shoult2 participate with children who arc not handicapped in
ncnacademic and extracurricular serv'zces and activit:es, to the maximum extent
appropriate_ to a: chld's needs. Given the other_findings made in regard to LRE,
;t is riot surprising that many cares were also found wht..e .7.h:1dren were placed

:noro restiietive settings with littiz or no coneer:! 3ivc.n to the section of
atiors deal;ag with nonacademic arid extracurricular ak tivities.

WhiEe thc e-:ent ci LRF probges.. tr, State (for example,
irt cne Si-te thc problins iAight !)e e :.,tdte, while in anoier
State sonz. LEAs faight l rn.,.! .10 gc I is til: LRE requirements

shat; contras., to nt ',r r s in the 50 f.ht magnitude of the
deficiencits was .,ubstar..al ir. easec d nor or as easily
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:.emedied as most i;ie deficiencies discussed in other topic areas TIc1uded
this summary of the OSEP monitoring findings. _Consequently, he cortecti,
actions initiat;c1 by OSEP in response to these LRE findings anticipated that
States would need to ir vest considerable effort over a longer period of time than
would be necessary for most of the corrective actions required in other are7-.

Not only are States being required to develop detailed policies and
procedures for public agencies to implement the LRE requirements, but they are
being asked to take the steps necessary to ensure that all other affected public
agencies understand these requirements. For some of these other agencies, this
will require significant oianges in present practices to eliminate deficiencies such
as

placing children in restrictive settings Without documentation
or justification;

making placement decisions on other than an individualized
basis after completing a valid 1EP;

making placement decisions on:

a cr-tegorical basis,
the basis of available service delivery systems,
the basis of available related services,
the basis of available space at a particular facii:iy; and
other bases not giving consideration to the individual
nee& of a child and the LRE requirements;

failure to provide the continuum of alternative placements that
provides for enough options to meet the LRE requirement; and

failure to include in applications for EHA-B funds the policies
and procedures to be employed to provide LRE to each child.

OSEP will not only be reviewing each State's amended LRE policies and
procedures, but also the materials to be used for providing technical assistance to
othei agencies to inform appropriate personnel how to implement LRE
responsibilities. Each State will also be required to submit a written assurance
that all appropriate personnel within that State have received the required
information.

As a result of this process, OSEP 7.:fliciites that a significant number of
1EPs will be revised and that changes in placen .. at to less restrictive settings will
result. OSEP will require that the States 11 volved submit reports delineating
these activities, broken down by category of handicapping condition, type of
placement, age of the child, and the public agency responsible. By reviewing this
information OSEP should be able to determine if the corrective actions have been
effeative and what, if any, additional action is required.
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42:12utsLargith, EHA-B regulations require that a public agency
responsible for the education of a handicapped child assign an individual to act as
a surrogate for the parents of the child when needed. A surrogate parent is
needed when the child's parent cannot be identified; where the public agency,
after reasonable efforts, cannot discover the whereabouts of a parent; or where
the -child is a ward J the State. A surrogate parent must have no interest that
conflicts with the child's interest and have the knowledge and skills to adequately
represent: the child.

In a substantial number of the States monitored, no significant deficiencies
were fr-ind in the system of assigning surrogaate parents to those: children
needing otc:. In those States where problems were discovered in this r,rea, the
most common problem was the failure to assure that individuals selected as
surrogate parents had no conflict of interest and were not employees of any
public agency which was involved in the education or care of the child
they represent. In one instance, it was also found that a State, althougl. it: ,.;r2g
a policy requiring a surrogate parent to each child that needs one, ha j no
procedures for determining whether a surrogate parent is needed, in addithn to
lacking a method for selecting surrogate parents in accordance with the ar;;..71%Ir!
criteria.

Etcept in the one case noted above, OSEP's corrective actions have
limited to requiring a few States to amend surrogate parent regulatiJns to prevenT
the appLIntrnent of individuals proscribed by Federal regulations. Where more
serious problems were found, the SEAs involved were required to adopt the
needed written pro,:edures, submit them to OSEP for approval, disseminate the
approved precedurts to each public agency in the State, and provide technical
assistance to the other public agencies on how to implement the procedures.
Finally, the SEA will submit a written assurance that each child needing a
surrogate parent has had one appointed who meets the Federal requirements for a
surrogate parent

CuipmetbsAttattguitti2=0___cliv-dirth_g_tn-n. Each SEA is responsible
for conducting an annual needs assessment to determine whether a suMcient
number of qualified personnel are available in the State. Based on the results of
the needs assessment; the SEA is expected to initiate inservice personnel
devolow7.ent programs.

Given the growth of special education service.: since the passage of EHA=13
and the nationwide shortage of trained special education _personnel, the persvnnel
developmeni system is a central enterprise for most SEAs. OSEP monitoring
teams fouri that most SEAs were making a major effort in the area of personnel
development and having considerable success in meeting the challenge of
developing and upgrading the skills of persons providing special education and
related services to handicapped children.
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Considering the substantial need to train special education service delivery
personnel in mini StateS, it would not be reasonable to expect that any State
would have _a comprehensive system for personnel development that could not be
improved._ However, it was encouraging that many States appear to be doing a
sufficiently credible job that major corrective action was not required in those
States as a result of monitoring visits.

iere were some examples where a State did not update its needs assessment
annuzdly as required. It was, therefore, not clear if those SEAs were directing
their training efforts toward the areas that were currently of greatest need.
Ottt; deficiencies encountered included instances where inservice training
ex led certain groups (e.g., non-teaching professionals and parents), even though
t: .steds assessment indicated that these groups were often the most in need of
trai,,ing; where support for inservice activities had been recognizably limited to a
le- that could not result in a sufficient level of training taking place; where
thcf.e was a lack of appropriate incentives to ensure participation by those in

of training; and, where there were no procedures for evaluatirr- the
%.:fectiveness of the inservice training in meeting the State's personnel
dcvdopment objectives.

It was1 also found that some States had no mechanism for idemifying
promising educ4tional practices and materials. Moreover, there was no mechanism
to acquire ,Ind disseminate innovative practices and materials throughout the
State. Some States had no procedure that other public agencies could uSe to
request technical assistance.

While the degree of progress in implementing the comprehensive system of
personnel development has been encouraging in some States, OSEP did require
corrective action in a number of States where substantial deficiencies were found
Requiring States to be more assiduous in completing the annual needs assessment
was the preliminary step. Other requests for corrective action in this area were
specific to the particular problems uncovered in a given State. While many of the
needed improvements can be accomplished administratively, by amending policies
and procedures and implementing those modifications, the effectiveness of these
changes can only be measured over one or two school years as these changes
affect the inservice training activities. Therefore, OSEP has allowed up to a year
for some States to submit a report documenting what changes have resulted from
implementation of the new policies and procedures.

Administration of Funds; Each State has certain responsibilities in the
handling of EHA-B funds. In general, the requirements are aimed at ensuring
that EHA-B funds are used only for educational programs serving children who
are handicapped. This includes procedures to document that each recipient of
EHA-B funds maintains records that show the funds received, how the funds are
used, the total costs of the funded program, and the share of those costs funded
from other sources. (These records are u,iained by each recipient for a period of
5 years.) The SE is also responsible for approving, on an annual basis, all
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requests made by LEAK for un of an indirect cost rate in accordance with
applicable cost accounting procedures.

On the basis of the States monitored, it appears that most SEAs have in
Owe the necessary accr.unting pincedures to document that they are using EHA-B
ends properly. There are some problems in some States, but most of these are

of a technical nature. For example; in some States, gifted and talented programs
are administered by the same office that administers programs for children who
are handicapped. While all of these children are "special" under State definitions,
some are not "special" under the eligibility definitions of HA-B. In this type of
situation, there can be some technical problems in ensuring that EHA=1:1 retourceS
are only used in EHA-S relatid activitts.

Similarly, in sittiat.ons where there are State, local and other Federal
funding sources as:well at EHA41 Monies, some SEAs have had problems clearly
documenting that there is no commingling of EHA-B fund- with funds from any
other source. There hay: also been instances where Se-As have had problems with
computing certain cc.. under EHA-B; such as the "excess costs." This is in
response to the regulation that limits LEAs to only using EHA-S funch for the
excess_costs of providing _special education and related services for handicapped
children. Adtlitionally, there are certain categories Of eXpenditUreS that are
permissible under EHA-B, btit rAtiire prior Federal approval. (Examples are
construction costs and the purchase of some types of equipment.) There have
been instances where the necessa, y prior approval was not obtained.

It also appears that in set-.0 Stat t, SEAs have routinely approved indirect
cost rates for LEAs without having 3 means of determining that the rates
requested are reasonable. SEAs are responsible for approving, as part vf the LEA
application process, indirect cost rates. Some State., have approved LEA indirect
cost rates without havint essential policies and procedures for determining that
the requer -e basea on fact and can be documented as reasonable.

Ate deficiencies discussed are susceptible to corrective action
and tech:ce 'f:L .e.e that can be effective within the 1986-87 school year, in
one State, the monitoring team found deficienci.ls of such a pervasive nature that
OSEP's findings have been refera c' to the Departmenez Office of the Inspector
General for further investigation arta appropriate corrective actions, as may be
warranted.

Confidentiality; Each SEA is rct. ,ons:ble for ensuring that public agenciet
provide certain rights to parents with ..-.1spect to an agency's handling of a child's
education records. This includes giving 1:otite tO parents Of the nature and
extent of such records. It alSo inclticlet a patent's accesS rights to inspect and
review education recordt relating specifically tc their children. The regulations
also provide a hearing mechanism for a rtrent to contend that information in
education records is inaccurate; misleading, or otherwise in violation of the
privacy or other rights of a child; The regulations also include a system of
safeguards requiring that each public agency protect the confidentiality of
personally identifiable information.
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The OSEP monitoring teams did not find major deficiencies in the way the
monitored States are meeting the confidentiality requirements. When problems
were encountered they generally fell into two categoiies: notice requirements and
training for personnel handling education records.

The regulations do not require that ail agency personnel be skilled in the
confidentiality requirements. But they do require that an individual at each
agency be designated as responsible for the implementation of these rec. uirernents
and that those persons collecting or using personally identifiable information
receive training as needed. Some States need to expand training activities to
make certain that adequate training is being given to all persons who collect or
use these education records.

Public agencies have two kinds of responsibilities in the Lrea of a . :ce. One
is a general responsibility to inform parents (and the public) of the kinds and the
extent of records maintained by the agency. The other is the more specific
responsibility of informing parents of their indtvidual rights sach as access to
records, the right to a hearing regarding the content of the records, the right to
give or withhold consent in regard to certain uses of the records, and others.
While all Statex give both kinds of notice to some extent, the form content, and
manner of distribution of both kinds of notice have been modified in some States
as a result of the OSEP monitoring findings. For the most part, this required
modest changes in forms and procedures that were already in use.

OSEP State plan and compliance monitoring procedures are continuously
being reviewed and refined based on experience, and systematic feedback obtained
from SEAs, LEAs, parents, and professional and advocate organizations. During
the 1985-86 school year, OSEP has initiated technical assistance through the
Regional Resource Center program to encourage States to review, refine, and
when necessary, develop operational standards for assessing and assuring the
implementation of EHA-B requirements. OSEP's program review activities have
progressed from one of intermittent to continuous oversight. The challenge
remaining is to refine the procedures to be efficient, timely and effective for
improving the education of handicapped children.

State Educational Agency Monitoring
of the Implementation of EHA-B

Under Sections 612(6) and 613(a)(11) of EHA-B, each State educational
agency is responsible for assuring that the provisions of EHA are implemented,
through monitoring of all educational programs within the State. inc7uding those
administered by any other State or local agency. This responsibility is designed
to ensure that all program providers comply with .:11 Federal and State
requirements which set forth and guarantee the provision of a free appropriate
public education to all handicapped children and youth. Further, the statute
requires the Federal government to ensure that SF,As are properly carrying out
these monitoring responsibilities.
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In fulfilling these obligations, Federal statutes and regulations require that
each SEA carry out a minimum of four administrative responsibilities, as follows:

. . . .Adoption and use of policies and procedures to exercise general
supervision over all educational programs for handicapped children
within the State;

Adoption and use of a method to continuously collect and analyze
information sufficient to determine compliance of subgrantees and
ot:aer agencies providing services to handicapped children within the
State with applicable State and Federal program requirements;

Adoption and use of a method by which the SEA formally
directs that each deficiency identified in program ,,perations be
corrected; and

Adoption and use of a method by which the SEA enforces State and
Federal legal obligations by imposing appropriate sanctions when a
public agency fails or refuses to correct a deficiency.

Data from recent studies and OSEP monitoring activities indicate that SEAs
have increased their capacity and improved their ability to implement these
requirements, although specific aspects of these four areas of responsibility
cominue to be problematic for many SEAs. The challenges confronting States and
the improvements they have made to fulfill their legal obligations within these
four areas are described in the following three sections. The correction of
deficiencies and enforcement of sanctions are discussed in a single section as they
are closely linked in the monitoring process.

General Supervision

The results of site visits to 18 States conducted by OSEP indicate that
States continue to be challenged to fully implement the general supervision
requirements of ERA. While the SEP site visit findings show that States are
experiencing difficulties with almost 20 different areas of the law, the general
supervision requirements were found to pose major problems in all but two of the
States visited.

. ._OSEP findings of noncompliance most often cited a failure on the part of
the SEA to ensure that the recipients of EHA-B funds retain the records needed
to demonstrate compliance with applicable program and administrative
requirements, insufficient procedures for ensuring that the SEA or any other
responsible agency that administers special education programs has an_ appropriate
method for coordinating the administration of special _education programs and
projects within its jurisdictim and a lack of appropriate methods for
disseminating to responsible agencies information on special education prcgram
requirements and successful practices.
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In previous years, a finding of noncompliance in the area of general
supervision usually resulted from the SEA lacking adequate authority over
educational programs for handicapped children administered by other public
agencies, by statutes or agreement, or from the SEA failing to exercise its
authority properly. The most recent OSEP site visit results indicate that only
one State visited is still experiencing major problems with this requirement
because the State Board regulations do not specify that the SEA has authority to
correct defkiencies or enforce legal obligations in programs operated by other
State agencies. However three States were cited for a failure to exercise general
supervision over a particular school operated by another State agency, and one
State was cited for not exercising sufficient general supervisory authority over all
public agencies providing special education in the State.

A study on effective State monitoring policies conducted by the Center for
the Study of Social Policy (1983) is consistent with the findings of OSEP related
to SEA implementation of the general supervision requirements. However, SEAs
have Erected significant attention to LEA monitoring as opposed to monitoring
programs operated by other State agencies. This reflects the realization and
resultant prioritization that LEA programs serve the majority of children with
handicapping conditions in a State.

A more recent survey of 16 States conducted by NASDSE (1986) confirms the
priority placed by SEAs on monitoring of local education agencies. The NASDSE
survey found, however, that States report iittle procedural difficulty in monitoring
other agencies that provide special education and related services in their State.
Typically SEAs report that monitoring these agencies is premised on the use of
the same procedures, manuals and follow-up activities that are employed to
monitor LEA programs. The Center for the Study of Social Policy (1983) reported
additional approaches to monitoring other State agencies, including written.
interagency agreements, and integration of the monitoring requirements of the
SEA with the licensure and certification requirements of other State agencies.

While these data indicate that States havn made progress in their efforts to
comply with the general supervision requirements, it is clear from findings of
OSEP monitoring visits that States are still experiencing serious difficulties in
fully meeting_ their responsibilities in this area. Data compiled by NASDSE
suggests that recent SEA efforts to improve their monitoring activities have been
concentrated on the other areas of administrative responsibility which were also
found by OSEP to require improvement in many States -- continuously collecting
and analyzing information, and follow-up and enforcement to ensure that
deficiencies are corrected.
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Continuously collecting and
Analyzing Information

Findings from OSEP site visits to States indicate that the vast majority of
Federal citations of noncompliance in the area of SEA monitoring _resulted from
deficiencies in procedures for continuously collecting or analyzing information
sufficient to determine if LEA:. were in compliance with specific legal
requirements of LHA-B. Common deficiencies in these procedures were related to
incomplete review of requirements for evaluation and placement, 'residential
placements, program options and confidentiality of student records. States were
also cited frequently _for failure to have prncedures for collecting and reviewing
other information relevant to compliance determinations, such as complaint files,
hearing and court files and decisions, and evaluations and performance reports.

One reason that States continue to be cited for deficiencies in their
procedures for collecting and analyzing compliance data is-that, as reported both
by NASDSE and by the Center for the Study of Social Policy, the monitoring
procedures that most SEAs have implemented to carry out their administrative
responsibilities are based on ii cyclical process where LEAs are subject to a
comprehensive compliance review by the SEA only at specified intervals. The
review is focused on an on-site visit which is typically completed at either three-
year or five-year interval& Both OSEP site visits and the NASDSE survey found
that for most States reviewed, in years when LEAs are not subject to the on-site
review, only limited compliance-related data are collected by the SEA& A review
of monitoring procedures conducted by the Mid-South Regional Resource Center in
July 1986 found similar cyclical approaches used in each of the nine States in the
Mid-South region.

The cyclical process being used by SEAs to monitor LEAs for compliance as
found in the NASDSE study can be characterized into three phases -- (1) Data
Collection and Review; (2) On-Site Validation; and (3) Reporting and Follow-up --
eaa C.:: which is described below.

Phase 1: Data Collection and Review - This component of the
compliance review is designed to obtain and review relevant
information for determining the consistency of local policies
and procedures with Federal and State statutes and regulations.
The implementation of these policies and procedures are
verified during the on-site review conducted during Phase 2_.
Activities completed during this phase are primarily in
preparation for the on-site monitoring visit_ and include
obtaining_ and reviewing district_policies_ and analysis of
performance data; In addition, logistical procedures such as
building and pupil sampling for purposes of verification are
undertaken;

Phase 2: On-Site Validation Reviews - The primary purpose of
on-site monitoring is to validate the implementation of the
plans, policies and procedures documented during Phase 1 and
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to ensure compliance with areas not readily verifiable through
document review and data reporting. This phase typically
includes visits to schools and classrooms to observe all
components of the program, such as instruction, related
services, staffing patterns and teacher
certification/qualifications, program supervision, physical plant,
and availability of inservice training. Activities during this
phase also include record review for a sample of students and
review of a sample of IEPs, as well as interviews with various
personnel, such as administrators, support personnel, teachers,
students, and parents, to verify the provision of services and
to validate that procedures are being implemented as
documented.

Phase 3: RePorting and Follow-up - The final phase of the
on-site compliance review process is designed to provide
agencies with feedback regarding their compliance status, to
assist with development and implementation of plans for
corrective action and in some States, to provide
recommendations on program areas which may need
improvement even though they are in compliance with Federal
and State statutes and regulations. This component generally
includes preparation of a written report that contains findings
from the on-site visit, and follow-up to ensure that required
actions are implemented by the LEAs. The content of the
written report is similar among States and typically includes
commendations, areas of noncompliance, and a plan for
corrective action and/or a program improvement plan, as well
as timelines for implementing required and recommended
changes. Once the plans of action are completed and
appropriate documentation of implementation of the corrective
actions have been received, the SEA sends a letter indicating
compliance to the local agency.

Results of OSEP site visits have indicated that this cyclical process used by
States does not always result in comprehensive monitoring of all requirements to
fully meet their obligation of continuously collecting and analyzing compliance
information. NASDSE reported, however, that as States continue to improve their
systems of compliance monitoring to meet their administrative responsibilities,
they are moving towards the development of improved processes which allow SEA
staff to monitor agencies on a more continuous basis than the on-site review
interval would otherwise allow. For example, several of the States studied by
NASDSE currently encourage or require LEAs to conduct a self-evaluation,
although_there is substantial variation among States in the use of self-evaluation
procedures. Most States employ self-evaluation as a preparatory process only
prior to the SEA on-site visit, but NASDSE found that many SEAs have begun to
require annual self-assessments by LEAs in an attempt to gather compliance
information on a more continuous basis. The self-evaluation instrument is
primarily a checklist of policies and procedures and may include examples of the

175

197



appropriate types _of documentation required to demonstrate compliance. The
self=evaluations are generally designed to assist LEAs in identifying program areas
in need of improvement and to assist agencies focus requests for technical
assistance.

Another activity reported by NASDSE as recently implemented by States to
provide more continuous oversight is a strategy used in Ohio and Illinois, which
focuses on review of policies, procedures and forms to determine that they are
complete and are in compliance with State and Federal laws and regulations. In
Illinois written policies and procedures for screening, referral, detdrmining
appropriateness of referral, LRE, conducting evaluations and reevaluations, and
placing students in special education classes are submitted to the SEA along with
forms in several areas, including referral, parent/guardian notification,
multidisciplinary conferences, reports, documentation of parent contacts and IEPs.
A report of findings is developed by the_SEA including corrective action needed,
and the LEA must respond to the report of findings with a written plan of action
specifying how each area has been or will be corrected and timelines for each
corrective action. This procedure allows the SEA to oversee many components of
an agency's special education program without having to conduct an on-site visit.

One of the more sophisticated "off-sight" monitoring procedures reported by
NASDSE is the Special Education Information System (SPEDIS) developed by the
New Hampshire Department of Education. SPEDIS is a student-level data base
which contains information about individual_ students and their programs which is
entered by each school district responsible for providing special education. The
SPEDIS system is designed _to analyze the data, reject inaccurate or inappropriate
entries, and flag data which are old or in noncompliance with State or Federal
regulations. On a regular basis, SPEDIS is used to ensure that

special education is provided only for children within the
State-mandated age range (3.21);

evaluation data are consistent w:.th criteria associated with the
handicapping condition and that tests were administered by
qualified examiners;

evaluation data are not more than three years old;

special Education Evaluation/Placement Team meetings are held
at least annually;

IEP information is complete; and

discharge information is available for transition planning.

SPEDIS data are updated continuously throughout the year by each agency
providing special education and related services to handicapped children. SEA
staff reviews SPEDIS data for all agencies on an annual basis in areas such as
placement, dates of reevaluations, and number of hours in each program
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placement. In addition, prior to on-site visits, extensive reports are prepared
using SPEDIS data for review by the on-site monitoring team.

NASDSE also found that several States work1 closely with their complaint
management unit within the SEA, which makes available to monitoring staff, on a
regular basis, data such as parent complaints, numbers and topics of due process
hearings, OCR findings, or referrals from other agencies. Review of complaint
data occasionally leads to the SEA conducting "issue specific" or "selective"
reviews of local and other agencies. These reviews are indepth analyses of
specific targeted issues in particular agencies which have come to the attention of
the SEA through the compliant management system. Agencies can also be
selected for targeted re_views through data_ from other sources, such as special
studies, fiscal data, or other statistical data collected by the SEA on an annual
basis. Selective reviews are typically conducted through on-site visits by SEA
staff to determine compliance in the specific area with guidelines, rules and
regulations, and law. As with the comprehensive on-site compliance reviews,
reports of findings are developed and technical assistance is provided to assist the
agency implementing any required corrective actions.

These processes developed by the States provide SEA staff with more
comprehensive and continuous systems for monitoring the implementation of
Federal and State rules and regulations than they have had before. As a result,
SEA staff reported to NASDSE that as they continue to develop and refine their
systems of compliance review they become more efficient and thorough in their
monitoring procedures. In addition, a side effect of the monitoring process
results in SEAs identifying innovative and exemplary programs which can be
disseminated to other agencies.

Enforcement of Sanctions

SEA staff in one State studied by NASDSE (1986) reported that as their
monitoring process has evolved they have found an increase in the number of
findings of noncompliance which can be attributed directly to increased
comprehensiveness of their monitoring process, not to an increase in the number
of infractions on the part of the agencies. Other States reported that
improvement in their systems had enabled them to evaluate findings of
noncompliance on a more systematic basis, and consequently they have the ability
to note trends in compliance and noncompliance and to identify problem areas
which may call for targeted technical assistance throughout the State.

NASHSE reviewed summaries of findings prepared by 10 States upon
completion of comprehensive compliance reviews conducted during 1985 and 1986.

The findings indicate that most LEAs are not experiencing difficulty with
implementation of the vast majority of Federal and State regulations. For
example, in a review of 62 LEAs in Connecticut during 1985, only 3 percent of
the possible citations were found to be out of compliance, and three of the LEAS
visited had almost 60 percent of all the findings of noncompliance. Similarly, 161
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compliance reviews conducted by the California SEA in 1985 resulted in only 5percent of the possible citations of noncompliance and Oregon noted that 36
percent of the 116 local districts they monitored during 1985 had no findings of
noncompliance at the time of the monitoring visit.

Across States reviewed by NASOSE, areas with which LEAs were found to
have little difficulty with iMplementation of Federal laws and regulations included
child identification and location, right to a free appropriate public education,screening and referral of students, comprehensive system of personnel
development, and provision of services within the least restrictive environment.
In addition, few States reported that LEAs had difficulty meeting the requirementsrelated to confidentiality, access to records, and the provision of appropriateservices.

Among the typical SEA findings of noncompliance, some of which wereState-specific, such as class size, NASDSE noted that three areas were prevalent
across the 10 States reviewed-4he evaluation process, the content anddevelopment of IEPs, and parental notification. In addition, six States noted thatLEAs were having difficulties associated with staff shortages, particularlyspecialized staff, such as occupational and physical therapists, bilingual specialeducation teachers, and bilingual evaluation staff.

NASDSE reported_that States were not always specific in their summaries of
findings with respect to citations for noncompliance, but in those States that didprovide detailed reasons for the citations, findings of noncompliance were not forthe most part related to a failure to provide services, but rather to inadequatewritten_ procedures and insufficient documentation. For example, problemsidentified in the area of parental notification included not maintainingdocumentation that parents had been contacted with information on participationin IEP meetings. Problems noted in the area of IEPs included insufficient
specification of annual goals, short-term instructional objectives and performanceobjectives, or incomplete delineation of specific programs and services to beprovided to the student, including related services. Three States also noted thatLEM were having difficulty meeting the requirement to review IEPs annually, andthree States cited their LEAs consistently for failure to meet the 3-yearreevaluation timelines.

The_ most serious shortcomingS noted by NASHSE were in the area ofevaluation, where all States cited their LEAs for deficiencies in some part of theevaluation process. Most notably, close to half the States reported that writtencomprehensive evaluation reports were not complete or did not clearly documentthe rationale for determining eligibility for specific services. Another commonfinding was that a multidisciplinary team was not alWays used to determine astudent's eligibility for special education services. One State noted that thisfinding was often due to the fact that the speech therapists _could not provideevidence that they had assistance from other evaluation staff in establishing theeligibility of students with language and communication disoraers.
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While these findings suggest that SEA monitoring activities are effective in
identifying deficiencies in local program operations, over half the States visited
bY OSEP were found to have significant shortcomings in their procedures to
assure__that such program deficiencies are corrected. This has consequently
resulted in iradequate implementation of States' existing enforcement authority to
the degree necessary to assure that agencies comply with SEA corrective orders
and with all applicable legal responsibilities.

The NASDSE survey found, however; that States have rnade changes to their
reporting and follow-up procedures in an effort to more closely monitor LEA
implementation a corrective actions. The NASDSE survey indicated that in most
States studied, upon completion of the on-site compliance review, a draft report
of findings is prepared by the SEA monitoring team leader, including recommended
plans of corrective_ action. Different approaches are used for development of the
final report, which includes timelines and the actual corrective _actions to be
implemented by the LEAs, but typically States communicate with the Weals
through written documents and letters with the SEA taking the lead _role in
development of the plans for corrective action. In Ohio, however, the core
monitoring team returns to the site with the report of findings to engage in a
cooperative process of negotiation of corrective actions with the local
administrators. The on-site follow-up meeting for negotiation purposes is a
recent addition to Ohio's compliance review system. SEA personnel responded to
NASDSE interviewers that they find the face7to-face communication to be much
more effective than written correspondence._ Local administrators are reported to
be more cooperative when they are_ personally involved in the development of the
corrective action plan and seem to have a greater interest in ensuring that the
plan is implemented in a timely fashion.

Iti Illinois, the NASDSE survey indicates that local agencies play an
extensive role in developing a plan for corrective action, as they are required to
formulate a response to the SEA's report of findings, and in California, the local
agency takes the lead role. NASDSE alSo reported on another feature of
California's follow-up procedures which have been implemented in an attempt to
ensure that LEAs are correcting identified deficiencies--an automated compliance
tracking system which is used to catalogue each finding of noncompliance for a
LEA. When a notice of implementation of corrective action is filed by the LEA
the information is noted in the system. The data base is used to identify
agencies which have not implemented corrective actions within the required
timelines and generally keeps track of agencies' compliance status and progress
being made toward compliance;

Another activity used by States to ensure that deficiencies are corrected is
periodic progress reviews to check on the implementation of required actions.
NASDSE reported that to improve their follow-up process, States have developed
formal follow-up procedures for agencies that have not adequately responded to
findings from a compliance review, or for agencies with severe compliance
problems. The follow-up review entails revisiting the agency and may also include
provision of additional technical assistance if required.
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States also noted the availability of sanctions to ensure compliance, but mostreported that they preferred not to use this approach as it seemed to besomewhat self-defeating. NASDSE noted that most SEA staff believe the mostsuccessful technique for achieving compliance is the provision of technicalassistance which is typically requested by the local agencies in response to thereport of findings. Nevertheless, one State reported that withholding of funds
was recently required to persuade one LEA to implement corrective actions and
another State studied by NASDSE reported that occasionally a slowdown of
funding was employed as a sanction when absolutely necessary.

It is evident that SEAs arc assessing, and committed to assuring, that
programs under their governance provide a free appropriate public education to all
handicapped children consistent with Federal and State statutes and regulations.
The enhanced management information systems which are permitting more
continuous screening, the more thorough review of all requirements and
strengthened follow-up procedures, reflect the continuing growth in SEA capac:ty
to continuously assess and assure the implementation of EHA-B requirements.

Program Evaluation

The first part of this chapter has described Federal and State efforts toassess and assure the implementation of EHA-B requirements. The remainder ofthis chapter describes Federal and State program evaluation activities designed toassess and assure the effectiveness and impact of the policies, procedures andpractices being implemented. The Federal program evaluation activities aredescribed and findings of completed studies summarized. Further,_a selectedsarr.ple of State and local program evaluation studios are presented asrepresentative of the efforts States and local educational agencies are making andknowledge they are contributing to improving the quality of educationalopportunities provided to handicapped children and youth.

Federal Evaluation Efforts

The principal evaluation activities being conducted at the Federal level relateto specific legislative mandates that are prescribed in Section 618 of EHA-B. Asummary of these evaluation studies is presented below.

Makaditchirksj_ks.

The special studies required by Section_618 of the EHA represent topics and
concerns where_nationally representative information is needed by Congress andthe U.S. Department of Education to determine the nature and variability ofefforts to implement the Act. The following three studies currently are beingsupported under this section.
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P.L. 98-199 directed the Secretary of Education to conduct a longitudinal study of
a sample_ of _handicapped students as part of the mandated evaluation effort to
assess the impact of EHA-B. The study will focus on the educational, vocational,
and independent living status and experiences of secondary students while in
special education and their transitional status and progress after graluating or
otherwise leaving secondary school.

Five major research questions will guide the study's collection of descriptive
and explanatory data as well as the data analysis efforts:

Descriptive Issues

1. What are the personal and family characteristics of secondary-
age handicapped youth?

2. What status do handicapped youth attain while in school and
afterward in education, employment; and independent-living
domains?

3. What education, employment, and independent-living services do
handicapped youth receive while in school and afterward?

2LIEBIEffinita

1. What explains the patterns of services that handicapped youth
receive?

2. What background and contextual variables, services,
experiences, or prior attainments are related to youths'
educational, employment, and independent living outcomes?

Data will be obtained from a planned sample of 8,000 parents of handicapped
students from 50 States and from approximately 300 local educational agencies and
from the youths themselves, as well as from school records, school district
administrators, and service providers for students aged 14 through 26.

Due to the complexity of sampling, measurement, data collection, and
analysis issues related to designing and implementing a, five-year study, a planning
contract was awarded to SRI International in September 1984 and completed in
October, 1986._ A Request for Proposal to implement the longitudinal study design
was announced in October, 1986 and is plaaned for award by January, 1987. The
first wave of data collection is planned for the Spring of 1987.

.$ ILIONEM._1!_i.at 1 N_LIA_L=V-1-1-1. OSEP
has contracted with Decision Resources Corporation to undertake a national
survey to obtain comparable expenditure data from a nationally representative
sample of local educational agencies for all handicapping conditions. The data is
to be obtained from a sample of 60 school districts in 18 States. To overcome
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previous interpretive limitations of expenditure studies, DRC is using an
"ingredients approacW' to determine per pupil costs for special education. In such
an approach, costs for each service will be determined and then aggregated in
order to provide a range of expenditures by handicapping condition and age.

The DRC study has been designed to answer three questions, which are
described below. The underlying objective Is to provide estimates and ranges of
expenditures and services nationally, and to provide an expianation for_ the
variations in ranges and _service levels. The study's focus on addressing the range
of erienditurus and_explaining variation is a major advancement in understanding
national estimates of special educational expenditure data and being able toexplain the variation within and between handicapping conditions as well as State
and local educational agencies.

The. first question--how much does it cost to educate handicapped
children?--will be addressed by using the following subquestions:

What is the average and range of per pupil expenditures for
special education instructional programs and related services for
all handicapped students?

What is the average and range of per pupil expenditures for
each category and agc group of handicappA students?

What is the national total and range of district costs for
special education instructional programs and related services?

What factors contribute to the cost variations?

The second question to be answere&-how do local educational agenciesfinance these costs and what is the contribution of Federal funds?--will beaddressed in two subquestions:

What is the propoi tion of all special education and related
service expenditures for each of the major Federal education
programs for the handicapped, and State and local funds?

How do districts allocate "extf:rnal" fuudinzz sources among
special education programs and related services?

The_ third question to be examine&-what levels of special education programsand related services are provided and to which handicapped students?--will beaddressed in two subquestions:

What is the proportion of children in each Federally-defined
handicapping category and age/grade group receiving different
special education programs and related services?
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What are the patterns of special education programs and
related services delivered to different groups of children?

The DRC study completed data collection during the Spring of 1986.
Analysis and reporting of the findings will begin during 1983 and continue during
1988. Future annual reports will detail the DRC study methodology, procedures
for analysis, and findings.

atlytiLE AU_ MI. P.A ..L.S."141 1.2.11 WV Z. ties. Section
618(1)(2)(E) of the EHA requires that the annual report to Congress on the
implementation of the Act include "an analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness
of procedures undertaken by each State educational agency, local educational
agency, and intermediate educational unit...to improve programs of instruction for
handicapped children and youth in day or residential facilities." To address this
requirement, OSEP is conducting a 36-month study which will focus on the
children who are served by facilities (in either day 1or residential programs) that
are primarily or exclusively for handicapped students. While this group of
children represents only _a relatively small proportion of all handicapped children
identified within the United States, they are a particularly important group_ tor
several reasons. First, the students are generally more severely handicapped than
handicapped children who live at home and who attend regular, rather than
separate or, special schools. Second, considerable variation exists among States
and across age and handicap groups in terms of the proportion of children in
separate day programs or residential facilities.

A number of questions regarding this population remain unanswered:
.What are the characterctics of children served in separate day

and residential facilities?

What are the nature and amount of educational and related
services received by these children, and the quality of services,
staff, and facilities?

What opportunities for integration exist within separate
facilities, and how do children move in and out of such
facilhies?

By surveying State educational agencies and a sample of separate facilities,
and by comparing data obtained through this study to that obtained by the Office
of Civil Rights (OCR) in a study conducted during the 1978-79 school year,
improvements and changes in programs and services in day and residential
facilities will be documented. Initial data will be available for reporting in the
Eleventh Annual Revort to Congula.
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The State Educational Aaeno-V/Federal
Ivaluation Studies-Program

The Congresional intent in authoriling legislation for the creation of the
State Educational Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program in 1983 was that a
State/Federal cooperative evaluation effort would mutually benefit the special
education program at Federal, State and local levels. For mutual benefit to exist,
the State evaluations would have to consider both the Federal need for intense
evaluation that explains a thorough understanding of relationships and variability,
and the State need for evaluation of program_effects that are compatible with theState's publiclpadopted agenda and _policies. Through the paSsage of the
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983, Congress authorized the
Secretary of Eduoation to enter into cooperative agreements with Stateeducational agencies to assess the impact and effectiveness of programs for
handicapped students under Sect;on 618(d) of the Act

The need for responsive evaluation that is capable of reacting to a State's
publicly-adopted program agenda, or to the State legislature, as Well as havingnational relevance is demonstrated by the impetus within_States to evaluate theirown programs. Connecticut undertook the FY 84 study of Critical Variables that
Affectthe-Placement of Emotionally -Maladjusted- Students because of theescalating costs of private placement, reliance on what some regard as a morerestrictive education for emotionally maladjusted students, and increasinglitigation.

In New York, the State Board of Regents has prepared legislative action thatwould provide State aid to school districts to provide direct support services fornonhandicapped students in need of such services (NYS Education Department,1985). The findings from the FY85 New York study, Evaluation of the Effects ofNewrork-State's Instructional Program OlDtiens,Su-opert Services and Proceduresf7 fr ..n D 1 ifi un fr=IF '1 N.LIJ ISpecial- Education
action.

is expected to contribute to deliberations on such legislative

In 1985; the North Carolina State Legislature revised State regulations formore effectively identifying children as having specific learning disabilities and
behavioral/emotional disorders. The data collected and analyzed through NorthCarolina's FY 85 project will provide answers to questions of effectiveness of
their pre-referral and intervention model for implementing these new regulations.

In Vermont, the Commissioner of Education gave impetus to the evaluationeffort by appointing a committee of stakeholder groups to plan comprehensiveevaluation of special education programs and services. Further, the State Boardof Education endorsed the study by adopting the Commissioner's 1985 OperationalPlan. The Education Department was charged to design and develop a specialeducation program evaluation model for use on a district, regional, and Statewide
basis to measure the quality of special education programs. The FY 85 Vermont
study, SEA-Evaluation Studies is the response to that directive.
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Impetus for -the Evaluation of the Impact and _F ffec tiveness _of Recent
_ .

...ail, Nis t t nt.st mv.1.1:- ix, 1 I = 1' t I

t v_=.04 ti snn . a1ST "A.N_L" vi..1m...-at arose from a number of
sources. One is recent legal action taken on the part of handicapped students
protesting the impact of secondary program options for educable mentally
handicapped students. Another is the evidence of concern documented in the
report of the Post Secondary Education Planning Commission entitled "Disabled
Students Access to Post Secondary Education." The study recommendations
include the establishment of a Department of Education position and specific goals
for improvement of postsecondary programming for handicapped individuals. The
activities of the Florida FY 86 SEA/Federal Evaluation Studies project will
coordinate with the Florida Department of Education's secondary efforts.

iThe demands for accountability by State policymakers provided the mpetus
for the Minnesota FY 86 study of The Impact and Effectiveness of Entrance and
Exit Criteria for Special Education Programs in Minnesota. The Minnesota
Legislature has required the Minnesota Department of Education to explain the
growth of special education, particularly in high incidence areas such as learning
disabilities. The legislature mandated eight separate reports on special education
for 1986, which is more than the number of reports for the previous 10 years
combined. These reports called for data on the growth and effectiveness of
services, along with the Minnesota Department of Education's recommendations for
uniform criteria for learning disabilities and emotional behavioral disorder areas.

The 1983 authorizing legislation enabled the Department of Education to
enter into eleven cooperative agreements in FY 84 and ten more in FY 85. For
FY 86, eiglit awards totalling nearly $900,000 will support projects under thit
program. Federal funds pay for up to 60 percent of the total cost of the studies.
State educational agencies contribute the remaining 40 percent of the cost.
Examples of the types of issues that States are evaluating in the 1986 projects
demonstrate the wide range of topic areas. These include:

Related Services will be assessed in Minnesota and Hawaii.
Minnesota is investigating the impact on educational and
noneducational gains of students with learning disabilities,
emotional behavioral disorders, and mild mental handicaps who
receive occupational therapy service versus similar students who
do not receive occupational therapy. The results of the study
will compare the two groups' differences attributed to receipt
of occupational therapy services. Hawaii is investigating the
comparative effects of individual versus group speech/language
therapy, direct versus indirect (consultative) occupational,
physical, and speech/language therapy. The Hawaii SEA will

determine the level of progress of students receiving
occupational therapy and physical therapy in an educational
setting.
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Serviceg for Behavioral ly/Emotionally-Handicatmed Students isthe focus of study in North Carolina. The project evaluates
the effects of a behavior targeting and curriculum development
system on behavioral change of Behaviorally/Emotionally
Handicapped (B/EH) students.

Graduationand Competency Test Standards are under
examination in Florida. The project is studying the
programmatic and student outcomes resulting from
implementation of State legislative changes in high school
graduation requirements.

Curriculum-Based-Assessment and Categorical Program-mina is
the focus of study in Washington. The study is evaluating the
effects of curriculum_ based assessment versus norm referenced
procedures for determining categorical eligibility. Variables
will be defined which distinguish categorical programming from
standard programming received in the regular education setting.
The study is measuring the long- term impact of categorical
programming on a student's career.

Pre-Referral-Intervention for Students-Experiencing Learning
Problems-in Reaular Education will be assessed in Iowa. Thestudy addresses how related services personnel applyinterventions, criteria to determine effectiveness of services,and use of related personnel to assist regular educators indesigning interventions for applications in regular education
settings.

Post-School-Suecess of trainable mentally retarded adults is thefocus of study in Nebraska. The components of success andthe factors influencing success will be investigated.

Local-Entrance and Exit Criteria are under examination in
Minnesota. The study is evaluating current practices and
possible alternatives which could result in greater specification
and homogeneity in each of six program areas: learningdisabilities, mild mental handicaps, moderate-severe mental
handicaps, emotional/behavioral disorders, physical handicaps
and other health impaired handicaps.

The twenty-nine project& funded in FY 84, FY 85 and FY 86 span a timeframe from October 1, 1984 to March 31, 1988. Although FY 86 is the third yearof funding, the findings_from the FY 84 studies are just being completed. Thefollowing sections summarize the findings from these initial reports.

Sigsti_IL_Starigcs_EqLj,taziled students. The Illinois State BoardDepartment of Education examined how the State is serving learning disabledstudents, the nature of services provided, and variations in practices which may
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be associated with certain specific community level variables. Utilizing project-
developed instruments, the evaluators collected data on 457 teachers and 1,349
students from all grade levels in 67 randomly selected school districts
representative of all areas of Illinois, except the city of Chicago public schools.

Overall, 5.82 percent of the State's student population was classified as
learning disabled. A large majority of the sample was not receiving any chronic
medications (only 4.8 percent had any indications in their files that they are
administered medication on a regular basis). However, 36.6 percent of the
students had been retained ;^ at least one grade and 23.8 percent came from
single parent families. Most (99.3 percent) had English as their primary language,
and 14.4 percent had been previously referred for special services but had not
been found eligible prior to their classification as learning disabled. Males (920 =
69 percent) dominated females (413 = 31 percent) in t`le sample.

The study examined how students identified as learning disabled are selected
to participate in the special education program. It was found that:

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R)
was used in the original classification of 72.5 percent of the
sample. If only the WISC-R IQs are considered, the average IQ
(90A) was significantly below the expected population mean of
100.

Although academic achievement testing was conducted as a part
of the classification process for most of the sample,
achievement data was unavailable for 26 percent of the sample.
Of the students tested, the Wide Range Achievement Test was
most commonly used (85 percent). All of the students sampled
were performing below the expected age level in the academic
areas in which they were assessed.

Forty and 6 tenths percent of the students who were
eventually classified as learning disabled were referred because
of an inability to perform academically commensurate with his
or her peers. Attention deficits were the second largest area,
accounting for 23.4 percent of the referrals, followed by
reading problems (14.2 percent), language deficits (5.6 percent),
behavior (5.5 percent), mathematics difficulties (2.0 percent),
immaturity (1.4 percent), perceptual deficits (0.7 percent), and
spelling problems (0.2 percent).

Information on how students are classified as learning disabled
and selected to participate in the special education program
was further sorted by State area code, town size, number of
students enrolled in the district and per capita tuition cost.
No specific pattern emerged concerning demographic or other
variables associated with the identification process on a
Statewide, regional or local basis. Districts generally seemed
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to rely on the guidance of the special education cooperatives
whose criteria varied considerably. It is possible that students
who were classified in one &strict could move a few miles to
another district and not meet the different classification
cri teria.

There was no discernible pattern in the procedures used by
districts to classify children as learning disabled. The larger
districts tended to be slightly more likely to retain students in
grades and to use more self-contained services than did the
smaller districts. These results are not surprising to the SEA
because larger districts have more students and could justify
self-contained services on numbers of students and could more
easily accommodate the class size changes that would result
from retentions.

The percentage of time per day that students identified as learning disabled
receive special services was another area of study. The critical findings were:

The majority of students (64.9 percent) were served through
resource programs where they spent an average of 5 hours and
52 minutes per week receiving these services.

The second most common service delivery system was a self-
contained program which served 29.2 percent of the sample.
These students who, by definition, are served through special
education programs more than 50 percent of the time, spent an
average of 7 hours 23 minutes per week of their time in
general education.

The remainder of students (5.0 percent) received consultation
services. On the average, their special education taachers
spent 65 minutes per week consulting with the general
education teachers. Generally, this was accommodated by a
resource teacher as part of his or her duties.

The study alto foCtiied on the special areas of need that tend to beemphasized in prograinS for students who are labeled as learning disabled. Toexamine this question; the project studied the annual goalS listed on the student
population's 1984-85 IEPs. It was found that:

Goals established for students in the sample were primarily
academic in nature, with reading (36.3 percent), mathematics
(29.1 percent), and language (23.1 percent) accounting for 88.5
percent of the total goals.

Perceptual remedition, an instructional technique frequently
used with learning disabled students, accounted for only .2
percent of the total goals.
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The project %Vas interested in determining what regular education remedial
services are available to students identified as learning disabled in conjunction
with their special education services. The main findings were:

The only general education services that the students in the
sample received on a regular basis were Chapter 1 services, (24
percent of the total sample in grades one through six) and
lower level classes (18 percent of the total sample in grades
seven through 12). The larger districts used lower level classes
more often than did other districts. However, the project
reported that this is probably due to the fact that many of the
smaller districts were elementary districts or did not feel a
need to provide this type of service. The districts with
student populations between 500 and 1,000 offered more
Chapter 1 services than did the other districts.

o Speech therapy was the most often provided related service
(17.3 percent of the student sample).

Other related services, including social work, psychological or
counseling services, and occupational or physical therapy were
less commonly provided (6 percent of the total sample).

The most general conclusion that the Illinois SEA reached is that the
methods districts use to classify children as learning disabled are as diverse a s
the State itself. Some districts had adopted or were in the procett of adopting
discrepancy formulae to assist them in the classification procets. Other districts
were not even considering this as an option. Overall, districts tended to classify
children as learning disabled if the children were slightly lower than average in
intellectual capabilities and were experiencing academic difficulties. Many
superintendents felt that while these children may not have met classical
definitions of learning disabilities, they did need extra, individualized attention
and service through the learning disabilities program was the only way that these
needs could be met and funded. Appropriate means of providing monetary and
instructional aid to these students wha might "fall through the cracks" is an
additional issue that needs to be studied. Thz SEA identified these findings as
indicatort for the need to develop some consistency in the classification and
service provision process.

Sir iv 2: Assessment and imaravemento-frelatad-services. The need for the
Hawaii SEA to study the assessment and improvement of related services stems
from the need of decision makers at all levels in Hawaii's special education and
related service system for evaluation information that will assist them in
determining service effectiveness and providing flture program direction.

As a beginning measure, the project explored the extent of the problem
concerning vacant related service professional positions and the retention of
qualified personnel. The positions of interest were those of clinical psychologists
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and social workers, occupational therapists, occupational therapy assistants, and
physical therapists. The review indicated that annual turnover rates in these
positions ranged from 19 percent to 35 percent. Turnover rates appear most
acute mong occupational therapists (35 percent). Vacancy rates at the time of
the study ranged from 10 percent to 35 percent. The highest level of vacancies
at the time was within the physical therapy profession (35 percent). Occupational
therapy positions had relatively low rates of position vacancies (12 percent of
occupational therapists and 13 percent of occupational therapy assistants). The
project contends that for each therapist who terminates his or her position, as
many as 30 to 60 students may be affected by the turnover.

The study investigated the factors accounting for such high rates of
turnovers and vacancies by surveying 55 administrators and supervisors throughout
the State, and 30 related service providers who had left their positions. The
results of the surveys indicate that a relatively low salary scale, poor working
conditions, and attraction to a competitive market in the private sector were
factors identified by both administrators and related service providers as reasons
for turnovers and vacancies. (The study defined "poor working conditions" as
long hours, year-long schedules, long distances to travel from site to site, and
lack of suitable working space at school sites.)

The project studied the extent to which speech therapy services are provided
as a related service in Hawaii in the spring of 1985. A total of 86 monthly
speech, language, and hearing statistical reports completed by speech therapists in
six of seven educational districts in Hawaii served as the data sources for this
study.

Statewide, 109 therapists reported that they provided speech as a related
service to 2,279 special education students. The Statewide percentage was 22
percent (2,279 of 10,267). Approximately one-half of the speech therapy caseloads
were related services. The Statewide average related service caseload size per
therepist was almost 21 students. The learning disabled (LD) category comprises
over 50 percent of the speech therapy as a related service population in four of
seven districts. In the remaining three, LD students account for less than 50
percent of the related service population but still remain the largest group
receiving the service. The percentage of the total LD population receiving speech
as a related Service was 15 percent (1,154 of 7,538 LD students). Speech
therapists alSo provided services to 2,3C ^ch impaired students. Approximately
one-half of the total caseloads of speecr rapists were speech impaired students
who received speech as a primary servic, he total number of students receiving
service ranged from a low of four student_ high of 66 students per therapist.

The project further investigated summat c information on occupational and
physical therapy services gathered for a one-month period in the Spring of 1985
from each of seven districts. Two data sources, a single monthly summary page
(28), and the daily record of therapy services (27) were utilized to provide the
data for analysis. The project reports that the estimates derived from the data
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are conservative approximations of the amount of services delivered. Data missing
within the report summaries or the daily record of therapy services tended to
attenuate the total number of sessions and time required to provide services.

Occupational therapists and assistants were assigned a total of 1,096
students, and provided service to 1,038 students (94.7 percent). Therefore, within
the month data were analyzed, almost 95 percent of the eligible occupational
therapy (OT) students received OT services. A conservative estimate of the OT
caseload was computed at slightly over 40 students per therapist or therapy
assistant. The learning disabled comprise over 38 percent of the total OT student
population. However, these students tend to receive sessions of a shorter
duration than students with other handicapping conditions. The second and third
largest consumers of OT services were the mildly mentally retarded and the
severely multihandicapped who received 11.6 percent and 10.7 percent of the
therapy sessions respectively. These three handicapping groups, LD, MIMR, and
SMR, comprised 38.5 percent, 9.4 percent, and 14.9 percent, respectively, of all
OT services. Estimates based on 671 students with complete data revealed that
students typically received only three individual therapy sessions per month. The
average duration of these individual therapy sessions was almost an hour-and-a-
half. A sizable number of therapy sessions were cancelled. Approximately 330
students accounted for a total of 501 student absences or an average of one-and-
a-half absences per absentee. Information on the factors for absences, and the
types of students most frequently absent, has not been tabulated by OT personnel.

There were more small group (two to four students) than large group (five
or more students) OT sessions (720 and 135, respectively). A total of 223
students received small group therapy while 73 students received large group
therapy. Students in small group sessions were usually provided about three-and-
a-half sessions per month, while students large group sessions average less
than two sessions per month. Mean duration times for small and large group
therapy sessions were 1 hour, 40 minutes and 1 hour, 18 minutes, respectively.
One hundred fifty-four students received a total of 232 consultation sessions,
resulting in a mean of approximately one-and-a-half sessions per student, and a
mean duration of 49 minutes per consultation session.

Physical therapists were aStigned a total of 664 students in May 1985 and
provided service to 493 StudentS (74.5 percent). It is not known specifically why
over 25 percent of the eligible students did not receive service during May 1985.
A cOnservative estimate of the physical therapy caseload was computed at slightlyover 39 students per therapist. The severely multihandicapped received the
largest nuMber of physical therapy (PT) sessions (384 of 1,234 sessions or 28;2
percent). The second largest number of sestions were provided to the
orthopedically handicapped (242 of 1,234 Setsions or 19.6 percent); The deaf-blind
received the smallest number of Settitont (four of 1,234 sessions; ;3 percent). A
total of 234 student absences were recorded, of which 194 were unexcused and 40
were excused. Therapistt also particiPated in 53 IEP meetings in May 1985
involving 52 students. Meetings on SMH students were the most frequently
reported.
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Individue PT services were provided to 254 students. Seventy-six students
in the severelymultihandicapped category collectively received the largest portion
of individual PT sessions, almost 28 percent of the total number of individual
therapy sessions provided. Ninety-eight students received group therapy.
Learning disabled students were the most frequent consumers of group PT.
Physical therapists utilized consultation services most often with severely
multihandicapped students.

Project staff concluded that the findings suggest that procedures used by
relazed service providers to report and document services need to be
strengthened, and that there is a need for systematic data collection and feedback
to decision makers to increase efficacy of analyzing information useful in
evaluating services.

The project further studied the evaluations that related service professionals
conduct to determine student need for special education related services and
recommendations resulting from those evaluations. Twenty-eight randomly
selected related service professionals on Oahu who evaluated public school
students for determination of eligibility for occupational therapy, physical therapy,
and speech therapy, or mental health services were interviewed.

The findings from the interviews indicate that all four types of related
service providers evaluate a diverse student population. These examiners bring
into the testing situation their own theoretical backgrounds, experiences, and
preferences. Therapists _assume a great deal of flexibility in following existing
guidelines and/or criteria for service. Only 43 percent of the participant sample
affirmed the existence of such guidelines.

Some State a nd district level administrators expressed concern over
variability in recommendations regarding the nature, frequency, and duration of
service from district to district, school to school, and therapist to therapist.
Further investigation of the actual variance in recommendations across the State
appears warranted. Service models, treatment philosophy of the examiners, size
of therapist caseloads, and differences in "professional judgment" all influence the
nature and extent of recommendation variability.

The most frequently cited factor determining the type of service to be
provided and the frequency tind duration per session was the severity of a
student's disability. External to the student, the size of the therapist's caseload
was the most frequently cited factor.

Twenty-six of the 28 related service providers interviewed indicated that
they provided input into determining the frequency, nature and duration of the
services for which they evaluated students. Their input or role ranged from
making the decision themselves to consulting with others about the severity of
student need and the priority for service.

The study sought answers to the question of where the decision is made
concerning the nature, frequency and duration of services. Most respondents (16)
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stated that the decision is made at the time the therapist drafts the evaluation
report. Others (eight) identified the IEP meeting as the point of occurrence.
Othcrs (two) indicated that the decision occurred during the team _meeting, and
one rer:)onse indicated that the decision is made at the parent conference. The
project staff noted that according to P.L. 94=142, decisions regarding service
delivery are made St the meeting where the IEP is developed. There appear to be
at least two reasont for this disparity between principles or standards of P.L. 94-
142 and the perception of the therapist's role in the decision making process.
The first is that the examiner provides a series of recommendations regarding
service delivery. These _are often accepted without modification at the IEP
conference. As this occurs over time, perhaps the distinction between the
recommendation as a recommendation and the decision adopting that
recommendation begins to blur. The second is an inexact comprehension of some
requirements of the law regarding placement decisions. The project felt that this
could be rectified through a series of inservice training modules.

Tlie project also studied the perspectives of related service providers
concerning the consultation services they provide to special education teachers in
the Hawaii public school system. A survey questionnaire was distributed to 94 of
159 related service providers of therapeutic services in the State. These 94
respondents represent almost 60 percent of the professionals who are believed to
provide consultation services to teachers and students in the public school system.
Sixty-four responded to the survey, a 68 percent response rate. T11: response
rate for occupational therapists was particularly high, 90.5 percent.

The average consultation caseload size of the sample Was almost 16 students,
yet there was wide variability both across professions and within professions inthe size of the caseload. Speech therapists reported an _average consultation
caselrad of three students while clinical psychologists reported an average of 49
Students. In an average month; speech therapists reportedly provide consultation
to fewer teachers than do other_ related service providers. Psychiatric Social.
workers, on the other hand, reportedly consult with an average of almost 18
teachers per month. Although the psyiThiatric social Workers typically report
smaller consultation caseloadS than clinical psychologists; they consult with a
greater number of teachers than do those psychologists in the survey. Wide
variations in the number of teachers reported to be receiving consultation serviceS
are noticed both across and within professions. Speech therapiSt8 tWcally
reported less time (mean = 16 minutes) in consultation sessiont than other related
service providef.s. Occupational therapists, physical therapiSts, and clinical
psychologists reported an average 30 minute duration of each consultation session.
Psychiatric social workers indicated an even larger average duration (almost 44
minutes).

Study 3: Existing itudent study--tegm oroctsse-s. The California SEA
evaluation project describes the charactet istics of students brought to the
attention of student study teams, the instructional modifications and interventions
provided those students.
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A cooperative case study approach was used by project staff in 29 volunteer
flementary, intermediate, and high schools in 22 school districts within nine
ipecial Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) throughout California. Each school
selected staff persons to respond to the survey and the students on whom data
would be reported. The aim of the student selection was to obtain a wide variety
of student characteristics and modifications suggested by the student study team.
There was no intent to randomly select students. For purposes of this study, the
term "student study team process" was used to refer to all the various names used
in the participating schools for their existing processes for group assistance to
teachers and parents in helping their students and children to succeed in school.

Each school was already operating some form of student study team process.
In the fall semester of the 1985-86 school year, school staff surveyed selected
persons at their schools and kept project records on selected students.
Instruments used to collect the data included a 15-page survey of participants
regarding student study team processes, a two page log of student study team
decisions, and a 30-page individual student record form. Project staff analyzed a
total of 230 surveys, 26 logs, and 194 student record forms. The major findings
of the study follow:

The most frequent purpose of the student study team process
was coordination of delivery of services, serving regular
education students with learning problems, and referring
students to other programs if necessary.

The relative frequency of the student characteristics can be
ranked according to the number of student records citing a
given characteristic. "General Academic Performance" was the
most frequently occurring student "problem" characteristic.
Two other "overall" characteristics - Social/Emotional
Adjustment and Academic Behavior - were the second most
frequently occurring problems in student records. Reading was
the most frequent individual subject "problem" area. These
four characteristics, either alone or in some combination with
the other characteristics, occurred in over 40 percent of the
student records.

The most common recommendation made by the participating
schools was a recommendation for "Outside Resources
Intervention", which incorporated all persons or programs
outside the regular classroom and the regular classroom
teacher. The second most frequent recommendation was for
some change in the student's environment Parent contact
ranked third in frequency of modification/intervention
suggestions.

The time period for data collection was short, less than one
semester. During this period, over 1,000 "active" modifications
or interventions were attempted. The success or failure of
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one-third of these could not be assessed because of insufficient
time. But, participant schools reported over 40 percent of the
modifications/interventions that the student study team
recommended did have some identifiable success. Less than 2
percent of the modifications/interventions were reported as
clearly unsuccessful.

No single definition of the student study team process was
found. Each process *as different in purpose, membership, and
operation. School staff had tailored their processes to fit their
schools, the resources available, and the need of their staff
and students.

Study 4: High knd low inv-ideneeo-f--studentswith-learning disabilitiel. In
October, 1984 the Minnesota SEA began a study of the extremes in district
reporting of learning disability incidence rates in public schools. Minnesota
mirrors the national trend in that in 1975 the incidence rate was 2.5 percent, and
by 1985 the rate had risen to 4.7 percent. Although these increases might seem
small in terms of overall percentage, the cost in district expenditures for LD
teachers in Minnesota during 1985 was $73,430,000 in Federal, State, and local
dollars.

All 434 school districts were rank-ordered by the percentage of each
districts' IC12 population identified as learning disabled in 1985. (The
unduplicated child count data generated on December first of each year was used
in choosing the high and low incidence group). Some districts were then
eliminated from the ranking because of their _geographic isolation and low number
of learning disabled students, or because of the atypical nature of the setting and
the eventual over-representation of Indian students in the sample. Districts were
put into a high incidence group (HI) and a low incidence group (LI) based on
extreme rankings. The student sample was composed of 154 students currently
receiving LD services in the LI districts and 149 students in the HI districts.
(All students in the LI districts were selected, and approximately 30 percent of
the nearly 500 students in the HI districts). The project used three different
instruments for data collection; these were district and student data forms, and a
survey of teachers.

The two groups were demographically similar. Both were located in rural
areas, and income levels in both groups were similar. One variable that did
differentiate the two groups was the grade level when students were first
referred. The HI group had first referred 22 percent of its LD students when
they were in kindergarten or p,e-kindergarten grade levels; while only 7 percent
of the students in the low group were identified at thcse grade levels. If these
students continued to remain in the LD programs, carlier identification would, of
course, contribute to an increased incidence rate. The project suggests that
districts who wish to continue with early identificatiod efforts should be
concerned with exit criteria for LD programs. In reviewing each student's history
in the special education program, it was discovered that 82 percent of the

195
21



studeats in low incidence districts and 72 percent of those in the high incidence
group had never had their level of service changed. Of those students who had
received a level of service change, approximately 70 percent had a change to a
less restrictive option.

A major question investigated in this study was whether students met the
criteria the districts used in order to determine eligibility for an LD placement.
This information was only available in approximately two-thirds of the cases. In
those cases where the determination could be made, slightly less than 60 percent
of the students in both groups met local entrance criteria. Therefore, there was
no difference between the high and low incidence groups on this variabi-,. In
cascs where student data did not strictly meet the eligibility criteria, it appeared
that override provisions were used quite frequently. From an anecdotal view, it
appeared that both high and low incidence districts often abandoned their criteria
in order to serve referred students who were having achievement problems.

The study hypothesized that low incidence districts might have a higher
abundance of variables that contributed to increased academic engaged time, which
in turn effected achievement. Such things as class size, homework requirements,
and the availability of volunteers and tutors were investigated to determine if a
relationship between these factors and incidence rates existed. No apparent
differences between the groups in class size existed. With both groups having
low tcac,4!r-pupil ratios, the low incidence group has approximately two to three
more students per class than the high incidence group. None of the districts in
either group had a written policy n homework. One variable that may have
contributed to differences between the two groups was the use of aides ond
volunteers who worked with students. In the LI group, seven districts utilized
aides and volunteers in the classroom, which presumably contributed to increased
academic engaged time. Only three of the HI districts had aides and volunteers
for this task. Reading curricula and programs, too, seemed not to differentiate
the high and low groups. It was expected that LI districts would be more flexible
in their expectations of whether students must master a book before progressing
to the next book in the series. Contrary to this hypothesis, the low incidence
districts were more rigid in this expectation.

One interesting finding was the high proportion of LD students who had
been retained a grade. This factor did not differentiate the groups since more
than one-third of the students in both groups for whom this information was
readily available had been retained.

The majority of students in both high (82 percent) and low (76 percent)
groups did not receive related services. Speech, which can stand alone on an IEP
in Minnesota, was the most common additional service for both groups (LI = 15.4
percent, HI = 19.2 percent).

The majority of students had a reading goal on their IEP, although slightly
more did in the high group (69.3 percent) than in the low (60.1 percent) group.
The next most frequent goal in both groups was in the math area, followed by
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written expression. The "other" goal category Was listed on the IEPs of half of
the students. In the majority of cases, this category included such things as
progress in mainstream classes, progress in particular subject areas such as
geography or science, increasing visual and/or auditory memory, or improving
assignment completion.

An additional piece of information gathered during the records review was
whether the LD students had ever been retained in a grade. This information was
only readily available in about two-thirds of the cases. Thirty;five percent of the
students in the high incidence group had been retained, while 42 percent had been
retained in the low incidence group.

The mean full scale IQ score for the high group was 99, while the mean
score for low group was 96._ There _were approximately four points difference
between verbal and performance scores. In the HI group the mean verbal score
was lower, and in the LI group the mean performance score was lower. In both
groups the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised was the most often
used intelligence test.

Some experts suggest that LD students art likely to have significant verbal-
performance discrepancies on the WISC-R, but this was not the case with the
sample of students in this study. The discrepancies exhibited by this group were
generally within the standard error of five points. Again, the performance on
tests of academic aptitude was not significant enough to differentiate the two
groups. However, it should be noted that possibly half of the students may not
meet LD criteria. Different findings are possible if only students who met LD
entrance criteria were studied.

Stu-d5Earl-v education programs for handicapped_clachm. In 1977, the
Louisiana State Legislature enacted Act 754 (Education of All Exceptional Children
Act), a parallel of P.L. 94-142. Act 754 mandated services to identified
handicapped children 3 to 5 years of age, and permitted services to children from
birth to two-years who have serious handicapping conditions, which, if untreated,
could become greatly compounded by the time these children reach school age.

The Louisiana State Department of Education proposed to evaluate the
quality and efficiency of the early education program for handicapped children in
Louisiana. The major objectives of the evaluation included the definition of
program models, identification of the factors within these models that are
associated with program effectiveness and efficiency, and the measurement of
program outcomes.

The study consisted of four major segments: a naturalistic study designed to
provide the foundation for a design matrix, one axis identified the data to be
collected and the others identified potential data sources; first-wave case studies
designed to facilitate access to data and to check the feasibility and content of
questionnaire/interview protocols; _expanded second-wave case studies designed to
field test data collection instruments and to continue the qualitative investigatory
component; and the final third-wave component designed to collect quantitative
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and qualitative data via use of data collection instruments, personal interviews,
telephone interviews, group interviews, and classroom observations.

Thirteen separate instruments were developed to collect information from
school administrators, teachers, aides, bus drivers, related and support persons,
and other service providers in the programs, as well as from parents. Class and
stucknt profiles were also developed to collect information about the numbers
and types of children being served by the program, and the performance of those
children.

The evaluation was based upon a multiple-model research design that
included data collection via 39 program visits, 59 class _observations, 570
surveys/questionnaires, 1,020 personal interviews with program personnel and
parents, 303 class profiles, 606 individual student profiles, and more than 664
hours of on-site field work.

The quantitative1 outcome measures used in this study included children's
developmental gains in major skill areas, children's exit placement status, and
kindergarten teachers' ratings of the children's performance in seven different
areas. _ In reviewing the developmental gains, it is iiiiPörtáñt to note that the
gains occurred over a 7- to 8-month period of instruction. Also, the children,
who have a wide range of exceptionalities or handicapping conditions, may not
progress at a normal developmental pace.

The mean gains in the areas of fine motor writing and fine motor
manipulation were 10.4 months and 10.9 months, respectively, with a range of 0 to
24 months. In the cognitive matching and cognitive naming area, mean gains
were 11.6 months and 10.1 months with a range of 0 to 36. Mean gains in the
language naming and language comprehension areas were 9.6 months and 11.8
months. Gross motor (object movement and body movement) mean gains were 9.6
months and 7.7 months.

The gains in the self-help areas of eating, dressing, grooming, toileting, and
self-diiection should be reviewed cautiously, as many teachers either were unable
to establish basal or ceiling scores, or assumed age-appropriate skill mastery and
did not test those areas. The mean gains ranged from a low of 1.7 months in
eating, to a high of 11.1 months in dressing.

The factors most highly correlated with the children's developmental gains
were program demands, challenges of serving severely and profoundly handicapped
(SHP)1children, and:related services challenges. It would appear that the manner
in which systemminimize iiasslcssueh as excessive paperwork, or help the staff
cope with other demands, such as maintenance-of-health procedures or working in
isolation, is associated with program outcomes; The kinds and frequencies of
services provided, particularly to SPH children, also appear to be important.
Finally, the communication and cooperation among the related services staff and
the classroom teacher constitute another factor associated with positive program
outcomes.
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Analysis of the exit placement data revealed that the projezted placement
for 40 percent of the children being served by the girogram was regular
kindergarten or regular kindergarten with some support services. This figure
represents 234 of the 578 children for whom data were provided. The projected
placement for 44 percent of the children was self-contained classrooms, and for
16 percent, special centers or an institution.

Kindergarten teachers' ratings of the children's performance were
surprisingly high and may have been slightly inflated due to the method of data
collection. Modal data indicate that the kindergarten teachers most frequently
rated the children as off line _with _the class average in six of the seven skill
areas. In the seventh, expressive language, they rated the children above the
class average. The strongest showing by "graduates" of the preschool program
was in their degree of independence. Fifty-one percent of the kindergarten
teachers rated the children as on line with the class average or above the class
average in this area.

Project findings suggest that the Louisiana State Department of Education:

Provide direction and instructional leadership for teachers in an
effon_to maintain a balance between the developmental and the
pre,academic approaches to the education _of young children.
During the 59 classroom visits, the evaluators observed a
dichotomy of approaches (the developmental and the pre,
academic) to the training of handicapped :Children in the
preschool program. Many of the _teachers reported _that the
children in their classes iwere developmentally delayed and need
the opportunity to acquire skills that are agnappropriate, such
at fine and gross motor _movements; and expressive and
receptive language. They _also reported that the tasks that
they nse AO address these needs are developmentally sequenced
to meet the individual needs of each child. In contrast, the
evaluators observed other preschool classes in which
handicapped children were taught pre-acadeniic The
project staff recommended that policy decisions be formulated
to identify the appropriate approach or acceptable balance
between the two, and that recommendations be made known to
teachers.

Conduct a longitudinal study to document the efficacy of the
immediate and long-term effects of the preschool program for
handicapped children. Kindergarten teachers tended to rate the
graduates of the preschool program as1 average_ or above
average in performance on seven major skill areas as compared
with other children in their kindergarten classes. School
administrators and parents perceived the gains made by the
children as a primary benefit of the program. However, some
special education supervisors expressed concern about the long-
term effect of the program on their performance. The
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supervisors cited instances in which children who were
mainstreamed into regular_ kindergarten classr_ooms were
referred back to special education by the time they had
reached second or third grade. The project suggests that a
longitudinal study of children currently in the program is
needed to track initial program participants through their
subsequent educational programs.

Formulate and disseminate on a Statewide basis a legal opinion
related to the implications of the maintenance-of-health
procedures and the liability of program personnel (teachers and
aiaes) who may perform these procedures with or without
medical training.

In conducting this_ study, divergent views emerged in terms of the
responsibility of program personnel for performing maintenance-of-health
procedures. Administrators, teachers, aides, and nurses expressed concern about
the requests from parents V) perform these procedures, but definitive answers as
to who was legally responsible for performing these procedures were not available.
A legal opinion addressing this issue is critically needed to serve as the basis
upon which specific guidelines can be developed for program personnel.
responsibility for providing these services is subsequently placed upon program
personnel, then information_and_ training should be sought from representatives of
the medical profession to ensure that maintenance-of-health needs of the children
are being met in accordance with sound medical practices, and to ensure that the
effects of what teachers report as a major stress factor in their work are
minimized.

$tudv 6: Agaregation of local --evaluationfindinas. The Massachusetts
Department of Education evaluated the impact and effectiveness of special
education programming on a Statewide basis by aggregating the results of
evaluations performed by local educational agencies. in 1981, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts developed the "Management Tool Model" (MTM) for use by local
education agencies. The MTM assesses the impact and effectiveness of special
education programming upon student achievement of _physical and emotional well-
being, knowledge of use of the environment;_acquisition of skills and knowledge; a
commitment _to the rights and responsibilities of citizenship; occupational
competence, and creative interests and talents; the extent to which special
education programs effectively evaluate children. and encourage parent and public
involvement; the quality of special education facilities and services; ano, the
extent to which staff development activities improve staff skills. The
Massachusetts SEA proposed to study the extent to which programmatic objectives
stated in the Management Tool Model had been accomplished for students across
all prototypes and programs in the State.

Assessment of Evaluation Models. A preliminary project activity was to
assess the various evaluation procedures in use in Massachusetts. Local
educational agencies were asked to submit a copy cf the report of the most
recently conducted evaluation. One hundred and ten (110) local educational
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agencies complied with this request. An evaluation assessment instrument was
developed to determine the extent that the evaluations employed legitimate and
acceptable evaluation practices. Experienced evaluation consultants rated each
evaluation report and convened as a panel to critique the individ..22! ratings and
to generate a second rating for each report.

The 110 evaluation reports were then categorized into one of five evaluation
model groupings based upon rater determination: The Management Tool Model
(MTM), the Management Tool Model - Adapted (MTM-A, the Management Tool
Model used with impro_vement or adaptations); Quantitative Evaluation Strategy
(quantitative methodology); Qualitative Evaluation Strategy (qualitative strategies
such as visitations, interviews or observations); and strategies that used mixed
approaches. The majority of the reports using the Management Tool Model (70
percent) and the Management Tool Model - Adapted (62 percent) included
recommendations that were consistent with the findings. Approximately _one-half
of the Quantitative and the Qualitative Evaluation Strategy reports provided
recommendations that were consistent with the findings. Only 20 percent of
reports that used a mixed strategy developed such recommendations.

Survey of Evaluation Methods. In February, 1985, a project=developed
survey was distributed to 336 local educational agencies and educational
collaboratives to obtain information about the evaluation practices in use, gener,11
demographic information, use of evaluation results, and general information
regarding evaluation practices. The follow-up procedure to nonrespondents
included a second mailing, followed by subsequent telephone calls and personal
letters. At the conclusion of these activities, 182 surveys had been returned.

Analysis of the data generated by the survey revealed that most LEAs
selected evaluation strategies that were easy to implemen' and low in cost.
Approximately 37 percent of the respondents employed qualitative strategies, while
an_ additional 37 percent used either the Management Tool Model or the
Management Tool Model - Adapted. A number of LEAs (17 percent) selected
evaluation methodologies that Illi7 ed Qualitative and Quantitative Evaluation
Strategies. Ten percent of the respondents use a goal based strategy other than
the Management Tool Model or the Management Tool Model - Adapted. The
majority of the respondents who used the Management Tool Model (64 percent)
conducted evaluations of their entire special education program. LEAs tended to
evaluate program components when other models were used.

The cost of evaluation appeared to vary widely among LEAs. In general,
goal based evaluations tended to be less expensive than other types. Most
evaluations were fuilded with local or EHA-B funds, though technical assistance
grants were uSed to finance a number of Management_Tool Model evaluations. In
general, evaluations took from 1 to 12 months to complete _and consumed between
1 to 20 days of staff time. Special education staff participated for a median of 5
to 6 dayS. Respondents indicated that program planning and inservice
development were the most common benefits of the evaluation process.
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Qualitgliation.__ Qualitative validation was conducted in four
reptetentative sites to_datafthine the accuracy of the- local educational agencies'
findifigt. The special education director or the individual responsible for carrying
Ont _the evaluation were interviewed, using a projecVdesigned probing interview
guide, to assess_ the extent that MTM procedures were properly implemented.
Nexti__ the_ project assessed the extent that LEA eValuation results were
representative of district program strengtha and weaknesses by interviewing
individuals knowledgeable about the spetial edit-cation program at _the time of the
evaluation. Three LEA staff members in each dittrict Were asked to nominate a
sample of individuals to be interviewed. The project determined, through the
qualitative validation that _the Alatiagtiriont Tool Model was employed properly.
Further; the qualitative validation interview§ confirmed the results of the LEA
evaluations as indicated in the Management Tool Model reports.

Maseaation=ofLocal Evaluation_Findinas. Those districts which employed
the Management Tool Model ware selected for the aggregation of local evaluation
findings. Reports of the finalsubject pool were reviewed by project consultants
to determine if the specific instruments in the Management Tool Model had been
properly employed and completed. The final review of all reports resulted in 20
district reports _which could be properly aggregated. The demographic and
attribute variables in the sample were found to be consistent with the State as a
whole. The districts in the sample, therefore, fairly represent the Commonwealth.

The resultant data from this analysis were interpreted by members of the
SEA project staff, and experts from programs across the Commonwealth. A
number of positive findings emerged:

Special education programs in Massachusetts are considered
effective in developing basic skills in language arts,
mathematics, the encouragement of an understanding of our
democratic society, and the commitment to the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.

Special education programs develop attitudes and behaviors
which lead to an effective use of the environment and the
development of creative expression.

The programs are also effective in providing beneficial physical
education, enhancing student self-concepts, and cultivating
positive values and attitudes among students.

Special education programs also facilitate sound educational
planning and encourage a working partnership between the
parents and the school.

Globally, the programs effectively use high quality school
facilities, possess a high quality range of services, and provide
facilities and services that meet unique student needs.
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Special ,Iducation programs were found to effectively use the
IEP goals to allow the TEAM to judge program success.

The project also identified areas in which special education programs were
determined to be less than effective:

Special education programs were not as successful as they
should be in developing the student's desire to learn.

Programs were also less than satisfactory in the provision of
job skill experiences_ and work attitudes necessary for initial
job placement, and skills and attitudes necessary to adapt to
changing job situations.

The working partnership between the general public and the
school regarding school decisions was another area in which
improvement is needed.

Programs were judged to be less than effective in the provision
of inservice training which meets staff skill needs and which
improves staff attitudes.

Systematic determination 1of1 successful programs and the
redesign of unsuccessful individual classroom programs were
areas judged to be less than effective.

Study_7: Secondary Programming fo_r_Handicanned Students. The New York
State Education Department, Office for Education of Children with Handicapping
Conditions, evaluated the impact and effectiveness of New York State's effort
toward the provision of a free appropriate public education - an evaluation of
secondary programming-for mildly handicapped students. The_ purpose of this
study was two-fold. First, to determine the strategies and methodologies by
which mildly handicapped students successfully complete high school diploma
requirements; and second, to determine the extent to which dropout prevention
services exist and are provided to mildly handicapped students at risk, and to
ascertain the relationship between the perceptions of school personnel and mildly
handicapped students regarding the reasons for these students dropping out of
school. Data for analysis, obtained through a random selection process, are
representative of 411 graduated students from 66 local educational agencies from
upstate New York, and 374 students who withdrew from 50 upstate LEAs. Data
are also representative of 710 graduated students and 339 students who withdrew
from school in New York City.

Through this study, it was found that mildly handicapped students, regardless
of classification, can succeed in school and earn a high school diploma when
given access to regular education and equivalent special education courses. More
than 75 percent of all the school districts sampled had policies or procedures
assuring handicapped students access to regular education credit bearing courses.
Conversely, only 63 percent of the upstate sample school districts and New York
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City had similar policies assuring handicapped students access to an approved
course of study in special education which would lead to a high school diploma.

Upstate school districts primarily rely upon regular education courses as the
means by_ which most mildly handicapped students _(97 Percent) obtain course
credit; upstate students are enrolled in equivalent special class programs far less
frequently. New York City, on the other hand, places diploma-bound handicapped
students predominantly in equivalent special class programs (85 percent), rather
than in regular education courses. In either placement, data indicate_ that
handicapped students can be highly successful. Ninety-eight percent of upstate
students and 96 percent of New York City students who participated in regular
education courses, passed at least one course. _Over 90 percent of the upstate
and New York City mildly handicapped students were successful in equivalent_
special education programs on the first try.

-Four out_of five mildly handicapped students took the state competency testsalong with_their nonhandicapped peers. These students achieved a high rate of
success. _For upstate students on their first attompts,_92 percent passed reading,
84 percent passed writing and 77 percent passed mathematics. For New York Citystudents, on their first attempts 77 percent passed reading; 75 percent passed
writing, and 54 percent passed mathematics.

Support services were provided by 100 percent of the school districts tomildly handicapped students. For upstate New York, special education supportserviceS Were provided _to _72 percent of the Sample students, _and regular
education support services were provided to 60 percent of this sample. New YorkCity provided special education support services to 80 _percent of mildlyhandicapped graduates, and regular education support services to 38 percent ofthis population_ of sample students. Although regular and special educationsupport services were readily available in school districts, data revealed norelationship between the number of such services offered and the percentage ofstudents graduating.

For mildly handicapped students in upstate and New York City school
districts, no sequence of courses or type of program was favored enroute to theattainment of a high school diploma. Programs differed on a Statewide basis uponstudent needs and demographic considerations.

All sample school districts reported the availability of dropout prevention
efforts. These efforts were provided to 88 percent of the upstate sample students
who_withdrew from school. Moreover, school personnel accurately perceived thestudents' reason(s) for leaving school with 75 percent accuracy. A prolonged
secondary school experience requiring more than 4 years for completion, and
enrollment in restrictive special education programs are associated with higherdropout rates. Most students who withdrew from school planned to obtain
employment the first year upon leaving.

These seven initial State educational agency/OSEP cooperative program
evaluation studies represent a broad array of measurement techniques and design.
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The effect and impact of issues _considered included student status and
performance, service =delivery, and program administration. The evaluations
collectively encompassed all disabilities and all age levels. These reports
represent a_commitment by SEAs and OSEP to systematically obtain information
on the impact and effect of providing and delivering special education and related
services. It is expected that as the States and OSEP accrue experience these
evaluation efforts and findings will increasingly affect decision making.

State and Local Evaluation-Studies

This section describes selected State and local educational agency supported
program evaluation studies recently completed_or currently underway. These
studies were provided by State _and local educational agencies in response to a
request for such evaluation information by NASDSE in July 1986. The purpose of
this section is_not _to describe comprehensively all evaluation studies conducted by
State and local educational agencies, but to provide examples of the types of
efforts SEAs and LEAs are making to assess the effectiveness of their programs
consistent with Section 613(a)(11) of EHA=B. These_studies are presented by
three areas representing topics frequently evaluated by SEAs and LEAs.

Least restrictive environment (LRE)

Eligibility for Services

Previously Unserved and Underserved Children

Examples of State and Local Evaluation Studies
Pertaining to LRE

State and local educational agency responsibilities for educating handicapped
children in the least restrictiye environment are_specified under Section 612(5)(B)
and 614(1)(1)(C)(iv) of the EFIA, Some State and_local educational agencies have
attempted to determine how well they are meeting their responsibilities by
undertaking evaluation studies to examine whether their educational programs are,
in fact, effectively educating handicapped children in the least restrictive
environment. These studies typically identify problems thal _have emerged in
serving these children, as well as strategies for improving the appropriateness of
educational placements in the future. _ Among the State and local studies
pertaining to the education of handicapped children in the least restrictive
environment are evaluations that investigate the effects of different classroom
placements, and teacher licensure on academic achievement, and skill acquisition
of handicapped children and their nonhandicapped peers. The following are
provided as examples of such evaluation efforts.
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Stu-dv--ToDelermind the__Effects of Teacher Licensure On theAcademic
Achievement of Mildly Handicapped Students. Under a grant from the Minnesota
State Department, the Minneapolis Public Schools conducted a study in 1985 to
determine the effect of special education teacher licensure on the reading
achievement of learning disabled (LD) and educably mentally retarded (EMR)
children. Aside from the philosophical: arguments regarding noncategorical vs.
categorical approaches to intervention, the study was motivated by practical issues
sometimes_assoriated_ with_an instructional model utilizing categorically certified
staff._ These_include personnel shortages, fiscal constraints, and the potential for
service duplication, particularly in rural districts where particular services may be
needed for only a limited number of children. In order to determine the
importance of a specific categorical license in the instruction of LD and EMR
children, this study teSted four hypotheses. These were to determine; 1) if LD
students instructed by teachers with an LD license achieve the same as LD
students instructed by teachers with an EMR license; 2, if EMR students
instructed_by_ teachers with a license to teach EMR students achieve the same as
EMR students instructed by teachers with a license to teach LD students; 3) if LD
students instructed by teachers with a joint license achieve the same as those
instructed by teachers licensed to teach LD; and 4) if EMR students instructed by
teachers with a joint license achieve the same as those instructed by teachers
licensed to teach EMR. In addition, the study examined the differences in
teaching methods used by teachers with different licenses and the instructional
methods that impact the academic performance of LD and EMR students.

A sample of 108_ LD and 108 EMR students whei Were receiving services in
Level III, K-_6 _school7based resource prograrrit were selected for the _study.
Students in Level_ III spend up to 50 pereent Of their day in the resource room
wherc_they receive direct instruction and/Or SUPPOrt services. Students were
selected from 36, classes; 12_ of these elatiet Wore taught by teachers with an LD
license, 12 by _teachers withi an EMR license, and 12 by teachers with a joint
LD/F.MR license._ Three EMR ahd three LD students were selected from, each
teacher's_ caseload. Both standardited aehievement_ tests and curriculum-based
measurement instruments were adMinistered to assess student growth in reading
over approximately a 7-morith Period. Teacher methods of instruction were
observed and data analyied using the Structured Instruction Rating Scale (5kiba,

Results_ of_the study indicated the reading improvement of LD and EMR
students was independent of the type of categorical license possessed by a
student's special education teacher. LD and EMR children progressed equally well
when instructed by teachers with LD, EMR or LD/EMR licensure. The study
further found that the instructional styles of the LD, EMR, and LD/EMR teachers
studied did not vary when teaching handicapped children of varying disability
categories. _ Of the 13 types of teacher interactions studied (e.g.,_ academic
engaged time, pacing of instruction, silent reading practice, oral reading practice,
etc.), significant differences were found only for pacing of stimulus; while EMR
teachers provided more student response opportunities, overall teaching styles did
not vary. Study results also determined that the handicapped child's category of
disability (LD or EMR) was not predictive of student growth. Both groups of

206

2 8



students made similar gains as measured by the study. This study suggests that
these variations in teacher training and licensing have a limited relationship to
student outcomes, The results of this study appear to have implications for
administrators concerned with student grouping for instruction and the use of
single category vs. multi-category resource room models.

_ An Investigation of Time-On-Tas_k for Learning Disabled Students. In 19855
under a grant from the Minnesota Department of Education, investigators at the
University of Minnesota conducted a study to examine the attentionsl behaviors of
learning disabled (LD) and nonhandicapped students in a variety of classroom
arrangements and subject matter, in order to evaluate the effectiveness of these
arrangements. Based on research, educators have long believed that attention is a
prerequisite for learning and, further, that certain handicapped children, such as
those with learning disabilities, have difficulties in achieving satisfactory
performance because of inadequate attentiveness. Schools in Minnesota, as in
other States, have implemented strategies that reduce class size or the
student/teacher ratio (e.g., by forming speciai alasses, using "pull-out" programs,
ar adding itinerant teachers or aides to _the reolar classroom) on the assumption
that they would imprave both attentiveness and learning of handicapped students.
However,_the _Minnesota SEA, in reviewing the empirical basis for such strategies,
had found little evidence to support their use. It was anticipated that this study
would provide better information on which to tase decisions related to student
placement and grouping for instruction.

The study was designed to test several hypotheses: (a) there will be no
difference in on-task behavior between_learning disabled and nonhandicapped
students the regular class; (b) on-task behavior for the learning disab!ed
student in the special class will be superior to that found in the regular class;
(e) sustained attention (on-task behavior throughout a session or lesson) for the
learning_ disabled wilt be superior in the special rather than in the regular class;
(d) there will be no difference in on-task behavior across subject matter; and (e)
on-task behavior will be superior in the smaller group sizes.

A sample of 50 students, enrolled in grades four, five, and six in four
elementary schools of one district, was selected for this study. Thirty of the
students were classified as learning disabled and 20 were nonhandicapped. The
learning disabled students were evenly divided into three groups, each
corresponding to a specific level of service. The first group of students was
placed in the regular class where they_ received special instruction on an as
needed basis. The second group of students, placed in the regular class for the
majority of the day, generally received special instruction once a day, for
approximately 45 minutes. Instruction was provided by a special educator in
groups of four students. The third group of LD students was assigned to a
self-contained class with less than 17 students, the average being 10. Children in
this third group were all identified by a uistrict child study team as being
extremely academically impaired, that is, more than two years behind age peers in
some academic area, usually stading, and incapable of progress in mainstreamed
classes. The 20 nonhandicapped control students were selected from the same
classrooms of the first two groups of LD students and matched on gender and
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ethnic background, _and as closely as possible on some measure of ability or
achievement. The LD and nonhandicapped students were often engaged in the
same activities under the same teacher, allowing direct comparison. There were
no nonhandicapped controls for the LD students served in self-contained classes.

Obtervational data were collected in the classrooms of all 50 students.
Each tuident was observed during at least seven visits for a total of 3,773 ten-
Second interval observations/per child. Observations Were conducted during
instruction in math, reading, social studies, language arts, and science.
Twenty-two categories of behavior were obServed and recorded. These categories
included: on-task (e.g., behaving in a Manner appropriate for the lesson, such as
listening or writing); waiting (e.g., waiting in an appropriate manner for teacher
direction or help); orienting tO other than task (e.g.; attending to another person
or self); fine motor movement; gross Motor movement; verbal (e.g., speaking,
whistling); and daydreaming (e.g., lack of responsiveness, noninvolved behaviors).
Combinations of different behaviors were also observed and recorded (e.g., waiting
for ftirther direction from the teacher while strumming one's fingers).

The study _found that learning disabled students in the first two groups
showed equivalent or greater att ;ntiverieSS than did their nonhandicapped controls.
Contrary to the expectation that LD Students would show inferior attention, the
study found that the most severely disabled LD students were significantly more
attentive than the two groups of nonhandicapped controls. The study report
styggeated that this superior performance can probably be eXplained by the fact
that these students were in small self-contained claStroomt While their peers were
in_regular classes with a greater number of StudentS. With regard to group size,
the study found for both the LD and nonhandicapped students, that as the size of
the instructional group decreases, student time-on-task increases. Attention was
significantly greater for small (two or fewer students) and medium (three to nine
Sttidents) size groups than for _the large (10 or more Students) groups, with no
difference between the small and medium siZe gronpS in the amount of attention.
This finding suggests that one benefit of SPecial education classes, which tend to
be smaller in size than regular classes, _is that there is greater studentinvolvement and time-on!task. For each subject matter observed, both the LDand nonhandicapped_students were about equally engaged with the learning tasks.
A siight decrement in_ attention from the beginning to the end of a lesson was
fOund (lessons observed were 45 minutes in length), but thiS decrement was foundin both the learning disabled as well as nondiSabled Students. The study's authors
suggest that although effort, drive, and time-on-task seem to decrease somewhat
as the lesson goes on, the effects seem to influence both groups in a similar
manner.

_In_ Summarizing the _results of this study, its anthors make several
conclusions. First, _with_ regard to overt measures Of attention, the_ learning
ditabled student is no different from his nondi.abled counterpart. This study_did
not,_ however, investigate other types of attentional deficits such as covertauditory attention handicaps which might_ haVe a bearing on the student's
performance; Second the LD and nonhandicaPped students were both able to
sustain reasonably high levels of attention over a 45 minute period, which implies
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that substantial amounts of time can be devoted to instruction. Third, the
findings from this and other recent studies cited by the authors consistently show
that time-on-task increases as group size decreases, suggesting the value of small
classes for learning and nondisabled students. Finally, the authors suggest that
overt attentional deficits, while perhaps symptomatic, should not be thought of as
a possible general and fundamental cause of academic difficulty.

Examoles-ofStatc-andq.ocal Studies Pertaining to Student

In order to receive State grants under EHA-B for special education and
related services, States must ensure that children are evaluated and determined
eligible as handicapped in accordance with the definitions _(Sectioli 602) and
evaluation procedures (Section 6l2(2)(C)(5)) specified in EHA. To implement these
provisions, States have established standards in their regulations or in
administrative policy to guide local educational agencies in determining student
eligibility. These standards often iñcIOdè timelines for conducting evaluations,
procedures and tests to be used in screening and evaluating students, and specific
criteria that must be met in order to determine eligibility within categorical
definitions. State guidance in this area is designed in large part to minimize
subjectivity in the decision-making process, to assure efficiency and fairness in
the evaluation process, and to obtain greater consistency within and across school
districts in the number and characteristics of children served within a specific
handicapping category. The studies described here are examples of LEA-sponsored
evaluation activities to improve the effectiveness of procedures to identify and
evaluate minority children who are potentially handicapped, and to increase the
efficiency and quality of evaluations conducted.

A Study To Determine The Effectiveness Of Referral And Eligibility
Procedu-re& Tne Montgomery County (MD) Public Schools is currently conducting
a study to determine the effectiveness of the district's procedures for referring
students for evaluation and for determining eligibility for special education
programs. As part of this study, the district is also investigating the extent to
which the county's special education policies and procedures provide effective and
efficient support to staff involved in the referral and eligibility process. The
impetus for this study came from several sources. Recent statistics had indicated
a continuing trend of disproportionate placement of racial and ethnic groups in
the district's special education program. In addition, issues related to the equity,
effectiveness, and efficiency of the district's referral and eligibility procedures
had been raised 2 years ago in a report by a local citizens group and in a survey
of elementary school principals, and, more recently, by the district's Office of
Alternative Education Programs. Finally, the district's Board of Education has
recently established, as a priority, increasing the achievement of minority students
and assuring their equitable representation in the school district's activities and
programs. The study is designed to determine whether children are appropriately
referred and found eligible for placement in special education; whether referral
and eligibility procedures are consistently applied across the district; and whether
procedures for the initial referral and determination of eligibility of students for
special education are effective and efficient.
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A sample of 28 elementary schools has been selected from each of threeadministrative areas in the district. School selection was based upon such factorsas school size, minority student enrollment, student mobility rate, and theavailability of designated special resources (e.g., Chapter 1 funds), or model/pilotspecial education programs (e.g., a special LD project). For each of two groups ofstudents Within each school selected, the study is examining what occurs duringthe referral and eligibility process. The first group of students (Group 1),consists of a stratified random sample of 280 children (K=6) who were referredand placed in special education programs within their school during the 1984-85school year; 10 students from each school were selected. Samples were drawn onthe basis of race and placement in one of the following programs: specificlearning disabilities, emotional impairment, mild retardation, and mild speech andlanguage disorder. The second group of children (Group 2), consists of 280children who are not handicapped but who have been identified as experiencingsome type of academic or behavioral problem. To obtain this group, school staffin each of the 28 schools were asked to identify at least 20 children who hadnever been referred for evaluation or servea as handicapped but about whom staffhad expressed concern, and for whom the staff planned to explore some type ofspecial assistance. From this group, a stratified random sample of 10 students ineach school was selected based upon race and the academic or behavioral area ofconcern.

Record reviews and staff interviews are being conducted for each of thechildren in Group 1 to describe the immediate past activities which resulted inthe determination of their eligibility for special education._ Data being collectedincludes information related to _prior screening results,_alternatives implementedprior to their referral for _evaluation, reasons for referral, assessment instrumentsused, the extent of parent involvement in the process, and participants'satisfaction With the process. For children in Group 2, record reviews, staffinterviews, and structured_observations of special education referral and eligibilitymeetings are being conducted to obtain data on the current referral and_reyiewpractices, issues of concern identified for each child by staff, and alternativestrategies implemented before and after team meetings were conducted for eachchild.

Several reports related ia the results of the study are planned. These willbe submitted to the district Board of Education in the winter of 1987. At leastone of the reports will describe effective prereferral strategies identified by thestudy._ It is anticipated that_the _results of the study will_provide direction to thedistrict for improving its practices and procedures for student referral and thedetermination of eligibility for special education.

Study To Validate The Eff ectiveness of A ProcedureToScreen Potentiallyfrandicanned Children. As part of continuing efforts to more effectively andefficiently identify children in need of special attention (641. individualizedattention in the regular class, evaluation for special education, etc.), thePhiladelphia (PA) School District reviewed a variety of screening instruments.The purpose of this review was to identify an instrument that could be used to
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supplement teacher observations of children in the general education program and
more effectively discriminate between students experiencing educational problems
from those at risk of being handicapped. Such an instrument would facilitate the
early identification of children with handicaps and would assist in the more
efficient utilization of teaching and diagnostic personnel. The district's review of
screening instruments led them to select, for possible use, the Initial Screenie-
Checklist (ISC) (Harris, King, and Drummond, 1980). Because the instrument had
been normed on a rural population, the district conducted a study, which was
reported in 1985; to determine the instrument's applicability to a large urban
setting with significant minority populations (e.g., black and Hispanic).

The ISC is a teacher rating scale containing 45 items designed for use with
students in kindergarten through Grade 12. The items relate to behaviors which
can be grouped into the following categories: attention problems, inadequate
self-image, introverted/depressed, acting out, motor deficits, and neurological
deficits. Teachers who have had 6 to 8 weeks of experience with a student, rate
how often a specific behavior occurs on a five point scale from an occurrence of
"never" to "very often". Results of the screening are intended to indicate
whether additional evaluation of the student is warranted. For this study, two
samples of students was selected. A stratified random sample of approximately
1,900 handicapped students was selected from among self-contained classes for the
learning disabled (LD), socially and emotionally disturbed (SED), and educable
mentally retarded (EMR). Every self-contained LD, SED and EMR class in the
district was sampled. A sample of 7,200 nonhandicapped students was selected
from 86 schools representing all program levels (e.g., elementary, secondary,
vocational) in the district. Within each school, students were selected randomly.
Results were analyzed using descriptive analysis, factor analyses, and analysis of
variance. Analyses were conducted separately for each race, sex, grade, and age
group, to assure that the instrument did not over or under identify certain
groups.

Results indicate that the ISC was able to discriminate between students
identified as handicapped and a general student population; In addition, th,"
instrument was able to discriminate between _students diagnosed as SED and those
diagnosed as either EMR or LD. Authors of the study concluded that the 1SC
would be an efficient aid in screening students at all grade levels to determine
the need for evaluation for a possible handicapping condition. The instrument is
being used currently throughout the district to assist teachers in identifying
students who may need some type of individualized instruction or who may be in
need of evaluation for a possible handicapping condition.

EyAlpitikg_s_Lijaichalca. In 19854 the Dade County
(FL) Public Schools conducted a study to investigate the causes of a continuing
backlog of cases awaiting psychological evaluations for students being considered
for special education programs. While the study focused primarily on the backlog
of cases, also examined were the delays common in the entire psychological
evaluation process, including referral, psychological evaluation/testing, and
staffing. Factors examined as possible causes of the delays included the level of
need for program ser vices, the psychologist's duties end activities, V- e
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productivity of the program, the level of false-positive evaluations, thesupervision of the school psychologists, and the standards for quality in thepsychological evaluations. Data on these seven areas were obtained viaquestionnaires completed by schooi psychologists and principals, and a randomsample of 100 student cases was analyzed for descriptive information on the typeof evaluation requested and the time involved in completing the major steps ofthe evaluation process. In addition, to obtain information for comparativepurposes on the psychological services models being used by other large schoolsystems, a telephone survey was conducted of the following six school districts:Broward County, FL; Duval County, FL; Hillsborough County, FL; Houston, TX;Los Angeles, CA; and Philadelphia, PA.

Results of the study indicated that at least 3,400 students were awaitingpsychological evaluations in April, 1985. This represents a sizeable backlog thatwould take the current staff of school psychologists at least three-and-one-halfmonths to process if no new referrals were processed. Nevertheless, the schoolpsychologist's productivity level was found to be comparable to that in the otherlarge school systems surveyed. While these data suggest a need for an increasein the number of school psychologists, the level of false-positive evaluations wasfound to be an important factor affecting the size of the backlog. Thefalse-positive rate for initial evaluations of 24 uercent in Dade was comparable toa false-positive rate of 25 percent in Houston. However, the evaluations forgifted placement (about 20 percent of all evaluation cases in Dade County), had afalse-positive rate of about 67 percent Improvement of the screening of studentsreferred for gifted placement would-mean a substantial reduction in the backlogof students waiting fur evaluation, and consequently, a smaller increase in thenumber of school psychologists necded.

Findings also indicated that the qualifications of supervisors should beincreased and that the program lacks acceptable standards of quality in thepsychological evaluations. While these two components may not be direct causesof the backlog, they seem to have an impact on the overall efficiency of thepsychological services program. For example, data indicated that_ schoolpsychologists believe that the supervision they receive is neither appropriate noradequate, because their supervisors who are area supervisors of_ special educationlack formal training in psychology and cannot provide assistance on technicalissues such as scoring and interpretation of tests. The telephone survey revealedthat five of the six school systems contacted provided some degree of supervisionby a trained psychologist.

With regard to quality of the psychological evaluations, both principals andpsychologists indicated that their opinion of the overall quality of the evaluationprocess was in the adequate to excellent range, yet principals were not satisfiedwith the length of time currently needed to complete a psychological evaluation,and both groups indicated that the space in the schools for conductingpsychological evaluations was inadequate.

The telephone survey of the six large school systems also showed that thereis considerable variability among school districts in how their psychological
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services programs are operated and assisted in identifying techniques which could
be used to improve the evaluation program in Dade County. Of particular interest
was the computerized information system used by the Houston School District.
This system allows the district to access student information, score tests and
write reports in a standard format, while increasing efficiency and minimizing
errors. Nevertheless, the differences found among the school districts in the
survey underscored the necessity to design a psychological tiervice program
according to local needs.

Based on the study's findings, several of the recommendations made for
improving the efficiency of Dade County's psychological services program,
including an increase in the number of school psychologists, are being considered
for implementation. These include I) revision of the information system used to
collect data on all activities related to the delivery of psychological services; 2)
establishment of a committee to review the child study team process, with a goal
of reducing the number of referrals for evaluation by instituting intervention and
prevention strategies in the classroom; 3) diversification of the duties and
activities of the school psychologist to allow more time for consultation with
school personnel and student counseling, if additional staff are added; and 4)
increased technical supervision for school psychologists.

gxamoles of State and Local Evaluation Studies Pertaining
to Previously Unserved_and Underserved Handicapped Children

State and local educational agencies have put special emphasis on educating
handicapped children who were unserved or underserved before the enactment of
the law. These children are given priority in Section 612(3) of EHA-B. Some of
these children are preschool and secondary handicapped students; severely
handicapped children, including the emotionally disturbed; and handicapped
children who require special consideration because of ethnic and cultural
difference& Program expansion has been particularly dramatic for certain groups
of handicapped children. This growth is characterized by improvements in
existing services and by development of entirely new opportunities for children
the schools had not served before. State and local educational agencies are
conducting evaluation studies to determine the effectiveness of their efforts to
educate these children and improve the services provided to them. Among the
studies reported this year are investigations related to students exiting from
special education programs, students requiring extended school year services, and
students with behavioral disorders.

5-tudv-to-V-a1idate-Procedures for Determining Eligibility for Extended School
Year-Services. As a result of an agreement reached in 1984 between the Office
for Civil Rights, the Seattle School District, and the Washington State Office of
the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), OSPI issued regulations requiring
all school districts in the State to assess students with handicaps for the need for
educational services beyond the 180-day school year. Washington State's
regulations are based on the premise that some handicapped students experience
significant skill losses over the summer (regression), and fail to quickly regain
those skills in the next school year (recoupment). The concept of regression and
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recoupment also applies to nonhandicapped students, but their rate of loss and
relearning is considered normal. If some handicapped students' rate of regression
is greater and rate of recoupment is loss than normally expecte,A, they may
require educational services during the summer to prevent this significant loss.
These services would be necessary so that the student has the same opportunity
as nonhandicapped students for learning new skills during the 180-day school year.

In attempting to implement this new requirement, the Seattle LEA found no
professional Standards or guidelines available to assist staff in deterniining student
eligibility lot ditended school year services (ESY). The Seattle LEA; therefore,
utidertOOk a study to develop_ an empirical base Upon Which to establishprOcedUres for determining student eligibility for extended SOhool year services.
The purpose of the _study was to obtain answers to §eVeral questions regarding
regression and recoupment. First, there was a need to determine whether or notregression and recoupment occur in the regular student population, since thedetermination of the handicapped student's need for ESY services is relative towhat is considered a normal amount of regression and recoupment. In addition,
how much regression occurs, how quickly the lost_skills are recovered, and whenthe lost skills are recovered needed to be examined. A second major question
was whether or not special education_ students show regression and recoupment
patterns Sintilar to those of regular_ students. Finally, the major purpose of the
sttidy Was to determine how much regression and lack of racoupment constitutes aSignificant loss of skills such that without ESY serVices, the handicapped student
Would be unable to reasonably benefit from instruction given during the regular
school year.

A multiple, repeated measure, time series design was used with 350 stratified,
randomly selected regular education students in grades two, four, six, eight, and10, and with 420 stratified randomly selected handicapped students. The samplesizes, after attrition, were 296 nonhandicapped and 248 handicapped students.
Handicapped students classified Within 12 of the 14 State defined categories ofhandicapping condition were selected and grouped on a functional basis thatcorresponded to Six classroom instructional groupings used in the district (i.e.,mildly handicapped, behavior disordered, moderately handicapped, severely
handicapped, communication disordered, and hard of hearing and deaf). Regulareducation group size ranged from 52 to 63 students and special education groupsfrom 33 to 69 students. Tests for regular education students measured cognitive
outcomes in reading and math. These students were given short forms of the
California Achievement Tests (CAT). An handicapped students were tested onmeasures related to objectives on their IEPs. For moderately and severely
handicapped students, those measures included teacher-designed items on
cognitive, language, gross motor, fine motor, and self-help tasks. Short forms ofthe CAT and the Wide Range Achievement Tests ware given to mildly handicapped
students and to students with behavior disorders. In addition, students with
behavior disorders were given a behavioral assessment.

Tests were administered in June, July, September, October, November, and
December, 1984. The test cycles were scheduled so that six weeks elapsed
between the June-July and July-September assessment dates for the measurement
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of regression. Four weeks elapsed between the September to December
assessments, representing the recoupment phase. Tests administered to all
students were scored and reliability coefficients computed for measures
administered to the handicapped students. Regression was defined as the amount
of skill loss occurring between June and September. Operationally this was
defined as the difference in the percent of items answered correctly in September
minus the percent correct in June. Recoupment was defined as the gain in skills
occurring in the fall of the school year.

The study determined that nonhandicapped vudents regressed between June
and September on an average of -.3.82 percent on all measures. Recovery of lost
skills was 1.70 percent by October 15 and more than completed by November 15,
with a 7.44 percent gain in score since September 15. On the basis of these
data, the district determined that normal recoupment, on the average, is
completed by about November first by nonhandicapped students. To the extent
that handicapped students differed from "normal" (Le., did not recoup skill loss by
November first), they would, presumably, require educational services during the
summer months to enable them to benefit from the 180-day school year program.

In order to determine cutoff scores for what constitutes significant
regression with lack of recoupment, the confidence intervals for the overall
difference scores were computed. Since this study was only interested in
determining cutoff scores for handicapped students, only data from the tests
administered to these students were included in the computation of confidence
intervals. Analyses were conducted to establish the size of the interval for June
to November difference scores for each type of test administered to the
handicapped students. This provided information about how large a difference
between June and November would have to be found before it could be determined
whether the score was significantly different from "normal" regression/recoupment.
Statistics were computed for each grade level, handicapped group, and test type.

The study found that all handicapped students demonstrated patterns of
regression and recoupment similar to nonhandicapped students, with the exception
of communication disordered students who showed minimal regression on a test of
articulation and complete recoupment by October. With respect to the
performance of students with communication disorders, the study report cautions
that general language development of these students was not tested. The scores
of mildly handicapped students were lower than their regular education
counterparts, but their overall pattern, rate of regress, and rate of recoupment
were found to be similar. For all test types, these students had more than
recovered their losses by the November testing. Students with behavioral
disorders performed on the CAT in a similar way to nonhandicapped students with
the exception of reading comprehension where performance was lower; marked
regression on the behavioral assessment was found, and recoupment was slow and
incomplete in December. Students in the hard of hearing and deaf group
performed almost identically to nonhandicapped students; their overall pattern of
scores, rates of regression and recoupment, and performance level were largely
the same.
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The most significant differences between the nonhandicapped and
handicapped groups were found_ for moderately and severely handicapped students.
The moderately handicapped group included students of all ages classified as
moderately mentally retarded, and mild to moderately functiouing children aged
three to six, classified as developmentally handicapped; all children in this group
were served in self-contained classes and functioned academically in the range ofone-third to two-thirds of thjr chronological age. Students served inself-contained classes were classified as severely/profoundly retarded,multihandicapped, and developmentally handicapped; these students function at lessthan one-third of their chronological age and were served in self-contained
classes. Not only was the regression of these students found to occur faster, but
their recoupment Was slower than for other groups of students. In cognitiveareas, their recoupment was not complete by December. Of interest, however,
was that on speech/language, gross and fine motor, and self-help test items, the
recoupment rate of these students was similar to that of students in the regular
education program.

The results of this study were used by the district to establish cutoff scoresindicating significant regression with lack of recoupment for each group ofhandicapped students, and for each of several test types (e.g., teacher designed,commercial, criterion-referenced tests; WRAT subtests; behavior assessments; etc.).Subsequent to this study, teachers applied these cutoffs to data collected on allhandicapped students in the district. Teachers throughout the district *ere givenguidelines in the spring specifying that they select a minimum of three IEPobjectives and measuring devices for each of their students. Students were testedin June, September, and November, and, based on the difference between the Juneand November scores, were identified for referral to extended school year servicesfor the following summer. As a result of this process, in 1985 approximately 11percent of the moderately and severely handicapped students served in the districtand approximately 1 percent of the mildly handicapped students were referred forextended school year servicet. No students classified as behavior disordered, deafor hard of hearing qualified for service on the basis of regression/recoupment. Asmall number of additional students were referred for extended year serviceseither because they had experienced a significant change in their medical status,or had made no educational progress during the school year. Of the 4,522handicapped students served in Seattle in the 1985 academic year, a total of 1.26percent qualified under the regression/recoupment, change in medical status, andno educational progress categories.

A Study to Validate -aStatewide System to Follow-UPStudents ExitinAapecial Education. Since 1973, the Michigan School Code has required localdistricts in the State to collect follow-up data for 1 year on handicapped studentsexiting special education. In 1986, revisions to those provisions were enactedwhich require intermediate school districts (ISDs) to describe in their annual planthe procedures used to modify the delivery of special education programs andservices based upon that follow-up data. As a 1984 review of 57 ISDs' plansrevealed a wide degree of variation among the ISDs in the methods and
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procedures used to implement their follow-up systems, the Michigan SEA funded a
project to analyze the follow-up procedures and prepare recommendations for a
more practical and useful approach to Statewide data collection.

The study recommended that the student follow-up process include a student
registration form to be completed at the time a student exited a program or
service; data collection on a quarterly basis; telephone survey techniques to
collect the data; and use of different survey forms for students returning to
general education, for students leaving school from special education, and for
different categories of disability. It was further recommended that the SEA
develop the capacity to _analyze ISD data and provide analytic reports to these
districts within two weeks to facilitate better use of the data at the local level;
Reports would include factors relating to school/community adjustment, specific
traits that become predictors of success or lack of success; level of employability
by disability; method of exiting special education by disability, and type of
program as predictor of postschool adjustment.

In 1986, the Michigan SEA conducted a pilot study of the student follow-up
process based upon these recommendations. The primary purpose of the pilot
study was to validate a pa.:cedure for following up special education students I
year after they exited programs or services. Eight school districts volunteered to
participate in the pilot study to provide initial baseline data relating to their
former students, to determine the degree of effort it would take to contact
students and collect information, and to provide other feedback as recessary to
assist the SEA develop a systematic Statewide plan for data collection and
analysis. The approach was validated by these districts through a review of 1,342
former special education students' files and data collection using the telephone
survey for 963 of these students. The authors note that while the districts that
volunteered to participate in the validation study are representative of districts
throughout the State, they were not selected through any particular sampling-
technique, and, thus, generalizations should be made with caution.

The sample of students in the pilot study included all categories of
handicapping conditions, with 38 percent classified as learning disabled upon
exiting special education, 37 percent as speech and language impaired, and 14
percent as emotionally impaired. In addition, almost half of the 1,342 students in
the sample exited special education by returning to general education (48.8
percent) while 27.8 percent graduated with a diploma, and 6.4 percent dropped out
of school before completing their program. For the pilot study, data analyses
were not conducted by handicapping condition.

Data obtained from the review of files of all students who exited indicated
that the vast majority of exiting students (four out of five) had spent less than
half of their time in special education prior to exiting. Only 16 percent were
identified as having received any vocational education training, with 12 percent of
these being regular vocational education programs. Analysis of data on 174 of the
students who returned to general education (excluding speech and language
students), revealed that 80 percent were doing "C" or better in general education,
and in most cases (82 percent) their behavior and social adjustment was as well
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or better as compared with other classmates. Further, 45 percent of the studentshad many friends, got along well withInt community assistance, and had nocontinued need for further special educauon services. However, 64 percent werenot likely to participate in extra curricular activities, and 62 percent were notinvolved in any out-of-school activities.

For 394 handicapped students who exited school, the data indicate that sevenout of ten ware not currently involved in any type of postschool trainingprogram; of the 18 percent who were, one out of three was enrolled in acommunity college. Further, 68 percent of the students were employed,thete-quarters working full-time. Four out of five of the former specialeducation students were living with their family and nine out of 10 were notreceiving any other assistance from community or private individuals or agencies,such as a psychologist, a department of social services, or vocationalrehabilitation.

While these data Would suggest that the students included in the follow-upstudy seem to be reasonably well adjusted socially, emotionally, andoccupationally, it it important to note that the vast majority _(75 percent), wereclassified as learning disabled (38 percent), or speech and language impaired (38percent), prior to exiting special education. Data relating to the severelyimpaired students was available only on an extremely limited basis, and detailedanalysis was therefore not conducted for that population.

The procedures used to obtain these data were validated through the pilotstudy and deemed to be reasonable and beneficial. It is anticipated by the Statethat the data gathered from this process when implemented statewide will be used.
to Improve curriculum, aid in IEP planning, support the transitionary process,develop further interagency cooperation, and provide a base for further decisionmaking, rule revision, and funding.

Conclusion

The Office of Special Education Programs, State Educational Agencies, andlocal educational agencies as illustrated in this chapter, are rigorously committedto assessing and assuring the implementation and effectiveness of providing allhandicapped children a free appropriate public education. Implementation ofFederal and State statutes and regulations for educating handicapped children arebeing monitored on a more continuous, comprehensive basis. However, it is clearthat Federal and State capacity to carry out these responsibilities is still beingdeveloped and _refined. Complementing these Federal and State efforts has been asignificant increaie in attention to program evaluation. This conclusion is notonly based on studies such as those reported in this chapter but the priority andattention States have given to such activities as their joint effort to developeffectiveness indicators for special education being coordinated by the Mid-SouthRegional Resource Center at the University of Kentucky. The Federal and Statecompliance monitoring of policy, procedure, and practices coupled with programevaluations designed to assess their effect and impact, provides assurance that
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future programs and services to handicapped infants, toddlers, children, and youth
and their families, based on this administrative vigilance and commitment to
program improvement will continue.

A range of studies has been conducted at Federal, State, and local levels to
carry out their respective responsibilities to evaluate the impact and effectiveness
of special education and related services for handicapped children in accordance
with the mandates of EHA-B. These studies contribute to the growing body of
knowledge on the impact and effectiveness of sp 'al education and related
services nationally, and at the State and local levels. The studies conducted thus
far have provided information on the implementation of EHA-B, identified
effective programs and practices in clucating handicapped children, and examined
cost-effective stretegies for meeting the needs of these children. Studies
currently underway promise to further expand this body of knowledge. Yet
information is not always shared across levels, although local, State, and Federal
educational agencies have mutual interests in assessing the effectiveness of efforts
to educate handicapped children.
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ABSTRACTS OF STATE EDUCATIONAL-AGENCY/FEDERAL
EVALUATION STUDIES

W3S-11-1-11-114-0-11StMek intelidtr*of Publie Instruction

"impact and Effectiveness of Categorical Programs for Low
Achieving Students."

Project Director: Jane Dailey

Cost: Federal Share: $136,979

SEA ShAre: $105.364

Total: $242,343

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

The Washington Superintenden, of Public Instruction will evaluate three
distinct aspects of curriculum based assessment. First, the study will evaluate the
effects of curriculum based assessment versus norm referenced procedures for
determining categorical eligibility. Second, variables_ will be defined which
distinguish categorical programming from standard programming received in the
regular education setting. Third, the study will measure the long term impact of
categorical programming on a student's career.

The cu-rrieulum based assessment study will compare types of students found
eligible for thiee categorical programs (special education/learning disabilities,
Chapter I/disadvantaged, and the Remedial Assistance Project) based upon typical
norm-referenced assessment versus curriculum based assessment. Data for all
elementary-aged students referred for assessment_ for any of the categorical
supportive programs will include student gender, age, ethnicity, referral variables,
academic programming, intensity of services, and ability and achievement testscores. The data generated by the curriculum based assessment study will be
adequate for establishing functional guidelines for determining student eligibility
within regular settings of categorical programming.

The caleguLLY will utilize an observational device to
determine the parameters of acceptable categorical programming. The evaluation
will study the distinction between categorical services and regular services which
are supplemental and therefore qualify for additional funding. The final outcome
will not only be measured in terms of student performance but also in terms of
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independent variables of enhanced services, Data collection will take place three
times by three different sources (two advisory teams and a local site team) in
three classrooms in the three district test sites. The selected classrooms will be
serving the target populations1 in regular settings (not pullout programs).
Interrater asreements and covariance between the three sets of data on each
classroom wii; be analyzed.

The student evaluation/monitoring study will generate data on the longterm
impact of_ categorical programming on a student's school career. Study findings
will be responsive to the following concerns: Do students who receive special
instruction in the regular classroom perform higher on academic _and social
measures in the subsequent academic year as compared to similar students who
received pullout instruction? What is the impact of special instruction in the
regular classroom or pullout programs meet high school graduation requirements?
Are these students employed after graduation fsom high school? The student
evaluation system for data collection will be implemented in all three districts and
Will utilize existing data typically collected in the district. Additional data will
include demographic and _program variables, achievement data, behavior ratings,
and post-school placements. All students being served, or who have been served,
by the target categorical programs will be included in the sample.
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trrAgiguatoljuli...-nt of Education

"Evaluation of the Impact of Special Education Services on Moderately and
Severely Handicapped Individuals."

Project Director: William MacKay

Cost: Federal Share: $110,000

SE. AShalt: 76.590

Total: $186,590

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

The Nebraska _Department of Education will study the impact of special
education services on the post school success- of trainable mentally retarded
adults. The components of post school success and the factors influencing
success will be investigated. The study methodology utilizes a qualitative case
study of 60 mentally retarded individuals, selected from five sites across Nebraska,
to assess their present level of poSt=school success._ Data will be gathered on the
family, community and education system_ characteristics, and the factors in these
individuals' lives which may have influenced that level of success. The samplewill be selected from the Trainable Handicapped Adults in Nebraska who fall into
either of two age categories: Granduated from Special Education in the last three
years or graduated prior to the 1973 implementation of the Nebraska Special
Education Legislation.

A general survey methodology will generate quantitative data on broader
program and community characteristica as well as process variables relative to the
educational program The survey sample will consist of 120 mentally retarded
individuals randomly selected from the initial five sites. Data for collection
regarding the school setting will include the type of interVention used, the
method of arriving at decisions regarding individual student programming and theoverall curriculum, and a measure of post schooi success. Community
characteristics for investigation include the employment level, the availability of
other agency support, and variations in types of living [tad employmentopportunities in the community._ _Data generated by the general survey will
supplement the case studies and provide information both on the impact of state
and federal legislation on handicapped individuals and the factors which seem to
influence this. inIct.
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Florida Department of Education

"Evaluation of the Impact and Effectiveness of Recent Changes in Florida's
Graduation and Competency Test Standards on the Educational Opportunities
Provided Handicapped Students."

Project Director: Lynn Groves

Cost: Federal Share: 5115,000

Total: $191,6i0

Project Period: October 1, 19E6 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

Legislative changes in high school graduation requirements in the State of
Florida have created a variety of educational reforms which may affect the
success 1öf handicapped students at the secondary level. The legislation
emphasizes student academic requirements for earning high school credits and a
high school diploma.- The Florida Department of Education will study the
programmatic and student outcomes resulting from implementation of these
legislative requirements.

The evaluation examines state and local educational agency accomplishment
of intended outcomes resulting from state legislative changes, and the extent to
which implementation of the intended methods and processes of the newly
established programs are occuring. Finally, through policy analysis and synthesis
of the collected evaluative data, study results will include recommendations
concerning appropriate structuring of secondary programs for handicapped
students.

The study methodology utilizes both quantitative and qualitative strategies
for data collection and analysis. A quantitative analysis of historical data
provides the basis for making judgements about the scope and breadth of benefits
and problems for handicapped students surrounding the implementation of
legislative changes. This analysis includes examination of patterns in changes
resulting from implementation, patterns in drop out rates, and the ratio of
graduates by type of diploma to the number of handicapped students in secondary
programs. The qualitative analysis generates composite case studies depicting
various student decision options that are available and the ways in which changes
in requirements and competency testing programs have impacted on these options.
The data collection procedures include observations, interviews, and surveys of the
perceptions of key informants and stakeholders in exceptional, regular, and
vocational education.
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The study will provide clarification of the status of secondary education
programs for handicapped students and their inter-relationships With avenues forattaining certification of competence that lead to gainful employment andpersonally rewarding living patterns.
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North Carolina Department of Public Instruction

"Investigation into Measurable Behavioral Change in Behaviorally/Emotionally
Handicapped Students as it Relates to the Provision of Instruction in Alternative
Behaviors."

Project Director: E. Lowell Harris

Cost: Federal Share: $ 37,312

SEA Share: S 25.231

Total: $ 62,543

Project Period: September 1, 1986 to February 29, 1988

Abstract:

The North Carolina study evaluates the effects of fri
Behavior, a behavior targeting and curriculum development system, on behavioral
change of Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped (B/EFI) students. Instruction in

involves the_ identification of target behaviors for individual
students; the leaching of appropriate alternatives to inappropriate behaviors at
awareness; understanding; and application levels, and the identification of progress
towards the transfer of new behaviors in general settings.

Both the experimental and the control groups consist of 180 identified B/EH
students randomly selected from 72 service delivery centers. The levels
(elementary, middle and secondary); the delivery systems (self-contained and
resource) an ,;:. the demographic areas (urban; suburban and rural) offer a
comprehensive representation of the demographic areas, levels, and delivery
systems in which students in North Carolina are served.

All service providers in the experimental centers will instruct B/EH students
in new behaviors based upon the strategies presented in "Instruction in New
Behaviors". Service providers in the -control centers will not provide the same
instruction. Change in behavior will be measured by comparing intensity,
frequency and duration scores of students who have participated in the curriculum
with students who have not received this instruction. For students in
experimental settings, additional data will be collected regarding instructional time
required for mastery of new behaviors at awareness, understanding and application
levels.
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Minnesota Decka-rtmen-t-GE-ducation

"The Impact and Effectiveness of Entrance and Exit Criteria for Special
Education Programs in Minnesota."

Project Director: Thomas Lombard

Cost: Federal Share: $121,932

SEA- Share: S-83.6g8-

Total: $205,630

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

The Minnesota Department of Education will investigate the impai.1 and
effectiveness of local entrance and exit criteria for six special education program
areas: Learning disab;lities, mild mental handicaps, moderate-severe mental
handicaps, emotional/behavioral disorders, physical handicaps, and other health
impaired.

A comparison of school districts that use the SEA recommended criteria with
districts that use locally designed criteria will generate information on differences
in subjectivity, usefulness for developing instructional programs, inclusion of
inappropriate practices, and the technical adequacy of assessment practices.

The proposed study will evaluate current practices and possible alternatives
which could result in greater specification and homogeneity in each of the six
program areas. The project will demonstrate and describe the differential effects
resulting from the application of various entrance and exit criteria. Using a
sample of recently referred handicapped children, the study will determine the
effectiveness of SEA and LEA criteria to place students in various educational
program options.

A descriptive analysis of information collected from interviews with special
education staff will describe the influences on regular education practices
resulting from various entrance and exit criteria, and assist districts in
determining appropriate interface between regular and special education.
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Minnelsaa_Dejat

"The Impact and Effectiveness of Occupational Therapy Services in Special
Education Programs."

Project Director: Thomas Lombard

Cost: Federal Share: $ 81,688

SEA Share:-4-54-.999

Total: $136,687

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

The Minnesota Department of Education will investigate the impact on
educational and non-educational gains of students with learning disabilities (LD),
emotional/behavioral disorders (EBD) and mild mental handicaps (MMII) who
receivo occupational therapy as a related serlice versus similar students who do
not receive occupational therapy.

The experimental group consists of students receiving continuous provision of
occupational therapy services. Educational gains will be measured by
administering a curriculum based assessment to a sample of approximately 30-50
handicapped students assigned to elementary LD/EBH/MMH programs.

Students progress will be measured by a time series analysis at biweekly
intervals on IEP goal areas. The control group consists of students not receiving
these same services. Gains in academic performance over time will be compared
with focus on the differences between the group receiving special education only
and the group receiving special education and occupational therapy services.

The non-educational areas for measurement are in telf;ccincept, fine motor
skills, grass motor skills, sensory integratian, tactile defensiveness, self-help
skills, communication skills, activity leVel and on=task behavior. Data will be
collected on LD, EBD and MMH Students receiving occupational therapy. The
results of the stUdy Will compare the two groups in the non-academic areas and
identify group differences attributed to receipt of occupational therapy services.

A-10
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Iowa Deoartment of Education

"Relevant Educational Assessment and Interventions Model."

Project Director: Jeffrey Grimes

Cost: Federal Share: $120,992

Total: $259,752

Project Period: September 1, 1986 to February 29, 1988

Abstract:

The low', Department of Public Instruction will investigate the impact of
pre-referral iuterventions designed for students with learning and/or behavioral
problems who are refeTred, or about to be referred, to special education by
regular classroom teachers.

The prereferral interventions are based upon a Behavioral interventions
Model adopted for this investigation. The Model consists of three techniques:
Behavioral consultation, curriculum based assessment, and referral question
consultative decision making. The fundamental feature of these techniques is to
change the initial question considered in addressing referral concerns. Frequently,
the initial approach to referral concerns is to consider if the handicapped student
can be classified as handicapped. In contrasti the initial referral Auestion in the
Behavioral Interventions Model is to ask what can be done to modify the regular
classroom to produce greater success in learning or more appropriate social
behavior.

School psychologists, school social workers and special education consultants
in the 15 intermediate educational units responsible for special education and
related services to all school age children in the State of Iowa will apply new
skills in prereferral interventions. Thc interventions consist of using one or more
components of the Behavioral Interventions Model. The evaluation will focus on
three levels of possible effects resulf,ng from application of the interventions:
(1) change in how related service professionals view the referral concerns,
(2) outcomes with students in terms of resolving the learning and/or social
behavior problems, (3) teacher reactions to the prcreferral interventions, and
(4) system effects.

Influence on how related service professionals view the referral concern will
be assessed by the degree to which school psychologists, school social workers
and special education consultants apply the components of the Behavioral
Intervention Model to assess the referral problem. Student effects will be
assessed by the analysis of data generated on the nature of initial referral



concerns, behavioral definitions, interventions utilized to resolve the problem
within a regular classroom, and the success or failure of that intervention.
System effects will be evaluated by analysis of the numbers of students referred,nature of referrals, the proportion of referralS resulting in preplacement
evaluations,_and the proportion of students for whom preplacement evaluations
result in special education placement. Data concerning the reactions of teachers
who have referred students will be collected on initial teacher satisfaction with
an alternative form of service, and at follow-up several months after the
interventions have been discontinued.

Study results will provide usable data concerning the effects of behavioral
interventions applied by related service pettonnel to students experiencing
learning and behavicrll problems in regtilar clastroom settings. Implications ofstudy results will address how related Sol-Vice personnel apply interventions,
criteria to determine effectiveness of services, and use of related service
personnel to assist regular educators in designing interventions for application in
regular education settings.

A;12
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Hawaii StaltDe-PariMS-nctof-Education

"A Study of the Impact and Effectiveness of Related Services in Producing
Desired Student Outcomes."

Project Director: Robert McClelland and Glenn Hirata

Cost: Federal Share: $151,094

afAS-har-e-41-02.755

Total: $253,849

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

The Hawaii Department of Education will assess the effectiveness of related
services in producing desired student outcomes by inveStigating the comparative
effects of individual vertut group speech/language_therapy, direct versus indirect
(consultative) occupational, physical; and speech/language therapy, and by
determining the level of progress of students receiving occupational therapy and
phySical therapy in an educational setting. The study will also aSSess the type
and number of special education students who require mental health services but
have not been served, the particular services they require, and current resources
available or required to provide services.

The enrnoarativ-e-ffest-s-o-f-arotlo--ve-r-sus-indivithial soeech/lanimaste therapy
5ervicc nll be investigated by administering standardized and non-standardized
tests to measure student progress in individual and group settings. Seventy
learning Anpaired, learning disabled and mildly retarded pre-school and elementary
students, ages 4 - 12 receiving individual therapy, and 70 matched students
receiving group therapy comprise the study sample.

Evaluation of the in., s_t_AjniarrsdKtrimi:Cul_ja
;;;.!pational therapists ohvzil:11 theraDists.-angtsPeechflanatratteDatholoaists will
gcritiate information on efft-tive methods of providing service, and assist in
clz-ifOng wl.,-h students are Jtost likely to receive benefit from consultation
se' v*c.es. The ;ethodology uti:;zcs a survey of all speech pathologists, physical

ipirts and (s.;;upational theranilts to determine if students receive consultation
r --t servt.. Information ,...!thered from speech/language/hearing statistical

r and physi:al therapy/occiwational therapy monthly logs are used to
c'..atacteristics of st lents who receive consultative services. The

.;,i viii 7tudy information gle..ned from adaptive behavior scales, functional
ists, and expressive and receptive language tests to investigate the

-.I.:, le 1) students receiving occupational therapy, 50 students receiving
phy 4.FIC 125 students receiving speech/language therapy. A random
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sample of 10 occupational therapists, 10 physical therapists and 50 speech
pathologists as well as parents and teachers of students previously sampled will be
surveyed to compare perceived effectiveness of consultation and direct services.

An examination of the impact and effectiveness of physical theranv and
inclinational theranx in producing desired student outcomes in learning disabled,
learning impaired, moderately retarded and severely multiple handicapped students
will generate information concerning which students benefit most from physical
therapy and occupational therapy. A basic skills inventory and behavioral
checklist will be completed for a randomly chosen sample of 180 learning
impaired, learning disabled, moderately retarded, and severely multiple handicapped
students receiving physical therapy P -tional therapy services. This
information will be gathered near it:
calendar year later. _Gain scores
handicapping conditions. Weekly chat
indicate student progress along h.

students' teachers will indicate siut ';
year.

of the school year and one
and compared across

t; by_ physical therapista will
Surveys of parents and

. in ther- py over the course of one

-The investigation of iht_nature and extent of special educattonstudentsm
need of mental health services will utilize a needs assessment survey of a sample
of 400 special and regular education teachers in Hawaii to identify the number of
special education students requiring mental health services, the number currently
receiving such services, the types of services needed, and staff currently available
to provide services. A second needs assessment survey will be administered to a
random Sample of 100 principals and 100 school counselors who will provide
ottimatos of (1) the number and types of special education students requiring
mental health services, (2) the types of mental health services required by those
students, (3) resources currently available, and (4) additional resources needed to
provide mental health servives.
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Abstracts of State Educational Agencv/FederaLEvaluation
Studies Prostram Cooperative Atreemeats for-FY-85

New York State Education Dczartment

"Evaluation of the Effects of New York State's Instructional Program
Options, Support Services, and Procedures Used Prior to Referral for Special
Education and Upon Declassification from Special Education."

Project Director: Stephen Brown

Cost: Federal Share: $119,870

SEA Share: 82.164

Total: $202,034

Project Period: November 1, 1985 to April 30, 1987

Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will determine the availability of instructional
program options and support services for students who are experiencing learning
difficulties and who are not succeeding in regular instructional programs. The
study will determine the relationship of these program options and services to the
number of students who are being identified as handicapped and in need of special
education programs and related services.

By comparing schools that provide and use a variety of program options and
support services for students before they are referred to special education with
schools that do not provide or use such services, the study will determine if and
how the provision of instructional options and services within regular education
affects the number of students in special education.

Regular education classroom teachers selected in the sample will be
interviewed and asked to respond to case study examples, as follows:

(a) Utilization of IPDs and SSs.

A=.15



(b) Which IPOs and SSs have they used with any pupils within a
given time frame (e.g., within the past school year), and
what were the outcomes in each case.

(c) Select or rank those they believe would be most helpful to
children with learning problems.

(d) Identify those indicators (cognitive and behavioral) that
suggest a student has a learning problem and the processCs
(formal and informal) they would use to obtain assistance or
support.

(e) Have any of their students obtained IPOs or SSs privately or
out-of-school?

(f) Regarding class registers, what number of pupils transferred
into or out of the class within a given time frame; what are
the reasons fcr pupils moving in or out of class; what
number of pupils are referred to COH and the outcome of
such referrals.

(g) With the use of a standardized "case study" technique,
teachers Will be provided with a capsule description of three
pupils with learning problems of varying degrees of severity.
(SEA project and inkind staff will devise brief descriptions of
nine pupils, three for each of three scales tailored to the
characteristics of three grade categories: elementary, middle,
and high school). Teachers will be asked which, if any, IPOs
or SSs they would recommend for each of the three case
study pupils, and which of the pupils, if any, they would
refer to COH for evaluation.

Special education teachers selected in the sample will be interviewed to identifywhich IPOs and SSs are available and describe the processes and factors involvedin declassification of students from special education.



North Carolina State-D-toartment-of-P-ublic -Instruction

"Investigation of the Effectiveress of the Pre-referral and Intervention
Model in the Referral of Lrning Disabled and Behaviorally/Emotionally
Handicapped Students."

Project Director: E. Lowell Harris

Cost: Federal Share: $ 16,939

SEA Share: $ 12.630

Total: $ 29,569

Project Period: October 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will investigate the effectiveness of the North
Carolina pre-referral and intervention model in terms of cost, time, referral
appropriateness, and ',npact of training models.

North Carolina regulations for determining Learning Disabilities and
Behavioral/Emotional Handicaps were revised in 1985. The revised regulations now
require two levels of documentation for the identification of students with these
handicapping conditions. In the two-level intervention process, the first level of
identification is carried out by the classroom teacher prior to developing a pre-
referral, and the second level of intervention is recommended by a school
support/assistance/ intervention team after a pre-referral has been submitted.
The second level of intervention is carried out by the classroom teacher and the
results are analyred by the team In determining whether a referral for special
educwit,n assessnie..t should be submitted. At present, North Carolina does not
have the data te dete-m,..e whether the model is effective. The data collected
and ana!yzed ,ougl. this t.roieet will provide the answers to the question of
effectivenv F.

Twenty-four sle.,:13 of elementary level (K-8), junior high. middle level (7-
8 ,9s, :nd senior higi: lvel (9-12) will be selected to participate in the project.
Two ,,..:hools ici tact-. of !hese three levels will be selected to receive one of four
forms of trair)ig: 1) on-site training of assistance/intervention teams, 2) training
of all c1aFsroo:3 'teachers and assistance intervention teams, 3) video tape training
of all ciassro(irl tc;ache.lo- and assistance/intervention teams (tapes made
from tiinin abover.); ard 4) no training. Twenty-four data collectors (one per
school,' will e trained to use the pre-referral (Focus of Concern) form; the
support/assistrince/intervention team record, and student assessment/ placement
re:cords to identify information to be transferred to the coded data collection
!'orm. Anticipated pre-referrals submitted to the support/assistance intervention

A=17
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teams will be approximately between 70 and 90 per school. Therefore, data from
approximately 1,680=2,160 pre-refarials wit! he analyzed to investigate 1) theimpact of academic and/or behavioral intervention ocedures on frequency ofspecific pretenting problems, frequency of pre-referrals resulting in specialeducation assessment, and frequency of verification of handicapping condition; 2)the impact of tach of four training models upon teacher and
suPPort/assistance/intervention team intervention efforts; and 3) whetherassistance is received faster through pre-referralfinterveation or through directreferral, and if assessment costs of inappropriate referrals are reduced.

as,
The data analyzed through this project will be .o,ed to answer such questions

1. Do teachers and students receive assistance within fewer
school days through the pre-ref :ral procedure than through
the direct referral procedure?

2. Does the training of regular classroom teachers in
intervention strategies affect the choices of interventions
employed prior to submitting pre-referrals?

3. Does the training of regtilar classroom tea chers in
intervention strategies _affect the frequency with v.hich pre-referrals are submitted?

4. Does teacher training in 'intervention strategies af fect the
frequency of inappropriate (not verifiable) referrals?

5. Does there appear to be a relationship between teacher
training and "presenting problems" identified on the pre-referral?

6. Does there appear to be a relationship between "presenting
problems" and verification of handicap or referrals made?

7. Does the declassified (previously identified handicapped)student continue to present problems for the classroomteacher?

8. Does there appear to be a relationship between race, schoolievtl and race, sex, frequency of pre-referred, or
appropriateness of referrals?

Frequency distr;tution tables and comparati-e tables will be used to report thefindine.; of tru; pro)ect.
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Maixlahd StatQ DeOart-m-entof Education

An Investigation of Program Characteristics that Enhance Handicapped
Students' Performa nee on the Minimum ComPetency Test."

Project Director: David Hayden

Cost: Federal Share: $105,743

SEA Share: $ 72.700

Total: $178,443

Projcct Period. Octobc1 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

The Maryland State Department of Education will evaluate the effectiveness
of schoolwide and individual program options offered to handicapped students that
enhance these students' ability to pass the Maryland Functional Reading Test
(MFRT) and document the educational decisions made for these students
subsequent to passing or failing the MFRT.

The evaluation study is guided by the general purpose statements of:
(I) documenting and describing existing program supports availabk to handicapped
students in preparation for taking the Maryland Functional Reading Test;
(2) determining the effectiveness of these program supports as measured by
handicapped students' performance on the MFRT; and (3) identifying what program
decisions are made subsequent to a student passing or failing the MFRT.

To provide necessary information, the evaluation study must answer the
following questions:

L What are the statewide performance trends of handicapped
students served in Levels I-1V who take the MFRT?

2. What schoolwide and individual program modifitions are
made available to handi. apped students to prepare them to
take the MFRT?

3. Which of these program mo(!ifications relate to handicapped
students' successful performance on the MFRT?

The overall plan to address these questions consists of three levels. At the
first level, existing performance data on all handicapped students who took the
MFRT will be analyzed to determine trends in students' performance by level of
service, handicapping condition, and school type.
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At the second, a sample of no fewer than five_LEAS rePresenting_ the majorgeographic and demographic features of Maryland LEAs have been selected forinvestigation of school program features. At the last level, a sample of ninthgrade level I=IV students who will take the MFRT for the first time in October,1986 will be selected from_ within the five LEAs for indepth examination ofindividdal educational_programs provided during their eighth grade year as well asintensive remed' ' programs immediately pric- tr aking the test. These samestudents will be ,ilowed.up ih their tenth grau ar to determine what changeshave been made to their educational programs and to determine if a relationshipexists between modification and pasting or failing the MFRT.

Data at levels two and three will be analyzed separately to first determinetrends in program delivery. Then these data will be analyzed, using the samplestudentS' Pass/Fail score on the MFRT as the criterion to determine whichschoolwide (eight _grade programs) and individual program features relate tostudent performance. The project will identify_trends in handicapped studentsperformance on the MFRT for school years 1982-83 to 1984-85; document anddescribe programs and services available to handicapped Students in middle andjunior high schools that address the MFRT goals; identify which of theseprograms relate to passing the MFRT; and, identify modifications in individualeducation programs made for students based on their performance on the MFRT.



Kansas State Department of Education

"Evaluation of Identification and Prcasscssmcnt Procedures in Kansas."

Project Director: Sidney A. Cooley

Cost: Federal Share; $118,929

SEA Share: $ 8-0-.638

Total: $119,567

Project Pcriod: November 18; 1985 to May 17; 1987

AbStract:

The proposed evaluation will (I) aSSess the effectiveness of new State
guidelines for deterrnining eligibility and placement of students in the areas of
learning disabilitiei; behavioral disorders; and speech/language impairment; and
(2) assess the effectiveness of instructional programming options and screening
procedures used prior to ieferral for placement of children in special education
which have recently been mandated by State regulations as "preassessment"
procedures.

With regard to thc latter, Statc regulations (Kans_as Administrative
Regulations, 1985) require that, before a student can be referred for evalua
(a) hc or shc be presented with learning experiences within thc regular education
setting appropriate for his or hcr age and ability; and (b) it be determined
his or hcr potential for learning has not been achieved in that regular education
environment: A preassessment team is to be formed in each building to gather
existing data, observe the student, and then make recommendations for
modification of the regular educational environment in order to present the
student with appropriate experiences for his or hcr age and ability. The team is
also to provide technical suriport and evaluate the efforts of regular education to
mcct thc child's nccds. Only after it has been documcntcd that a student cannot
bc educated within thc regular education sctting can the student be referred for
evaluation of a handicapping condition.

With regard to the former, thc project is working under the assumption that
only through indcpth case studies of a large represcntatiye sam_ple of botli
students _identified as handicapped, and referred but not found tO be handicapped,
will it be possible to determine the effectiveness of thc new guidelines and
screening procedureS.
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Seven sites, representing over 10 percent of the local educational agencies,
will be solicited for an indepth case study/interview of the identification
process in the three categorical areas (learning disabilities, behavioral disorders,and speech/language).

Rural areas, mid-sized towns, urban areas. and suburban areas will beincluded as sites. The sites will also include the LEAs that have incidence rates
at, above, and below the State average. Cases will be selected in each of thethree areas of special service being studied at the primary, elementary, junior-
high, and senior-high level. Both cases in which handicaps were identified andthose in which the student was referred but not determined to have a handicapwill be examined.

Two types of data will be collected during the is. The first will bedata from an extensive review of the student's files. The tests and behavioral
rating scales used will be evaluated for their_ appropriateness, reliability, validity,and norms. Test protocols will be reviewed for correctness of administration and
scoring. Observational data Will be reviewed to determine if it was relevant,
made under several different conditions, made by a trained observer, and made ina systematic manner. Other data, such as attendance records, grades, vision andhearing screening records, parent and teacher interviews, and medical/health
records will be examined to determine if they were relevant. Recommendationsmade by the preassessment team will be evaluated to tee if they were appropriatefor the given student. The second type of data collected will be obtained throughboth structured and open-ended interviews of preaSsessment and multidisciplinary
team members and administrators. The type of information gained from theseinterviews will include the philosophy of the LEA and the individual personnelinterviewed; actual identif:cAtion practices; level of administrative support andleadership; how structured screening, preassessment, and evaluation procedures arecarried out; how closely preassessment and identification guidelines are followed;how the interviewers interpret the various guidelines; how valuable theinterviewers found the data in the student files with regard to decision making;what and how effective were teacher interventions (programming options) madebefore and as a result of preassessment; and Wert handicapping conditions otherthan the referred one considered.

Data collected from the twia procedures will be used to determine (I) whatand how were the efforts made to meet the preassesSMent processes; (2) whatdata were cOnsideed during evaluatie; (3) what it the philosophy of LEA andindiVidual staff members with reg,-.rd to identification; (4) differences in
Philosophy; screen:Lg, and assessment procednies Which led to different incident
rates; (5) differrrtm in tne interpretation and implementation of the neW
identification guidelines_ aad preatse',st-nent procedures. The results of the studywill be used to revise State regula(inns and guidelines and to identify areas in
which technical assistance is needed.
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Louisiana State Lleoartment of Education

"Evaluation of Eligibility Criteria and Program Options."

Project Director: James Canfield

Cost: Federal Share: $ 95,942

SEA Shär S 68.050

Total: $163,992

Project Period: October 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will focus on (1) the impact av.d effectiveness of
criteria used to determine eligibility and placement for students in various
program options and (2) the effectiveness of instructional programming 1options
and screening procedures used prior to referral for placement of children in
special education.

An analysis of selected facets of the pre-referral stage will be carried out
by examining the original referral statement of the teacher and extracting from
this statement the list of attributes for each child, numbering about 800. These
will be plotted by age, by handicapping condition, or by placer ent/no placement
recommendations. The results allow for a determination oftl extent to which
the different attributes listed by the teacher fan into different categories or
placements. Written reports and files relative to the recommendations and
interventions at this prereferral stage will be examined

The possibility of contaminat; on exi.sts relative to the judgments made at
this stage concerning further referral and appraisal. It is possible that some
standardized tests are administered at this stage and they affect the decision to
recommend further appraisal. In effect, it may not be the intervention per se
that influences the decision to conduct further assessment. It may be that test
data indicate this child may or may not meet criteria and so no further appraisal
is recommended. The child may still have major problems. Accordingly, the
follow-up component of a sample of these children is needed for this endeavor.
The components of this phase will be plotted.

A brief Likert-Type scale will be developed to assess teacher reaction to the
prereferral process. This will deal with such factors as the extent to which they
feel their input is important, the effects of the collaborative effort at this stage
and the impact they fee! this has upon the children. The scale will be
administered to a sample from across the three school systems. Teae. s at each
grade or subject area will be included.
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An analySiS Of appraisal and placement proceduret and recommendations winbe carried Otit bY examining the school records of 100 handicapped children ateach age leVel 6 through 14. All three target tantles will be included inproportiOns represented within the samples Of the school districts. Theinstruniants used to appraise each child will be entered into a list by age, type ofhandiertp, school, and school district. The technical adequacy of the instrumentsWill be examined. This will be completed by examining the manuals forstatements of r orms, samples, reliability _and validity procedureS. Comparisonbetween existing analyses will be_ undertaken. If there exists a significant numberon which no reviews are available, the project will constitute a consultant pooland have these expertt examine the instruments for technical adeqUacy. Patternsof use by age and other parameters will be studied.

Data on Samples of identified handicapped children will be collected and thenanalyzed via different rules. The subjects for thit component of the inquiry willbe 60 learning disabled, 60 mildly retarded, and 60 behaviorallydisordered/emotionally disturbed children at age 8 and at age 12. These ages areselected because instrumentation is generally technically adequate for these ages.

A comparisou will be made between children who are referred for specialeducation and those who are not. The study is limited to 60 children at age 8.The basic question herein relates to the number of those not recommended forreferral who are judged in rk ed of special education in contrast to the number ofthose recommended for referral who do not meet the criteria. From this itshould be possible to test the validity of the preref ral decision to recommend ornot to recommend special education appraisal. It might also show the validity, orlack of, for teacher referrals or the prereferral intervention process.

An analysis of learner attributes and instructional tecOmmendations will becarried out by ccmpiling a set of learner attributes as listed in the teacherreferral and fOrinal appraisal and matching thete to the set of instructional
recommendationt. Interrater reliability for the procedure will be established byhaVing three codes rate a common sample of 20 protocols. Consistency ofinstructional divisions across' these attributes win be assessed. A determination ofthe extent to which teacherS make curriculum adjustmentS, baSed upon statemmsof present levels of functioning and/or instructional adjuStMoritt based on learnerattributes, will be made by collecting assignments and inttructional materials thatare used by 30 individual children (at ages 9, 12, and 15) and by contrasting theSewith present levels of functioning to determine curriculum match. That it, achild in the 7t1:: grade with a 3rd grade reading level would seem to bemisinatchad between statement of present level of functioning and the curriculurlevel of materials. Collections of actual work samples and tests Will provideinformation relating to the instructional adjustments. Teachers of the abovespecified children at ages 9, 12, and 15 will be surveyed relative to the types ofadjustments made on behalf of the children.

An analysis of the relationship between teacher's subjective judgement ofchildren and appraE:al practices will be can led out by using statements fromteacher referrals deiineating learner attributes. These will bc coded into
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behavioral or task only terms (e.g., does not provide the correct oral response to
written words) for separate content listings (e.g., science). Summary analyses will
be undertaken. It will be possible to examine teacher judgments of

1
learner

performance across ages and handicapping condition and to differentiate the
effects of content or knowledge upon task or behavior. Specific attributes
specified in the teacher referral across the tests and other instruments utilized in
formal appraisal will be tracked. The technique requires an analysis of the
interaction that takes place between examiner and child across each item or each
set of items in t?t appraisal process. These are coded to over 100 major
instruments and to some 1,000 subtests within these. The study will make a
comparison between quality of petrotmlance and quantity, the latter being scores
obtained on instruments during appraisal Two approaches will be employed. The
first will iry.-Ave 30 mildly retarded and 30 learning disabled children with
standardized reading scores at or above the second grade level. A sequence of
science readings will be selected at each grade level from first through about
fourth or fifth. 1 his will establish a basal level and a ceiling. Each reading will
be 100 words in length and the child will be requested to read each from the
beginning through a level at which 20 percent or more errors are made.
Comparisons will then be made between quality of performance (Le, the number
of words correctly read; the number of questions actually answered; the number of
words defined within the context of the paragraph) and placement level of the
standardized test. The second approach will be to contrast the types of reading
rules (e.g., effect of two consonants together on pronunication) in both the
standardized test and the content reading.

An analysis of the success/failure/status of the child will be_carried out by
two procedures. The first procedute will involve the collection of school marks,
pupil progression status and the results of State tests on the 100 children at each
grade level who comprise the historical sample. The results of these will be
compiled and analyzed to determine degrees of success or failure; Three samples
of school work will be collected; These will consist of any written classroom
assignments for Wednesday and Friday of a six week period in the fall of the
year. The subjects for this will include the children at three different age levels.
This will include homework assignments that are handed in on those days and any
tests administered by the teachers. All additional data such as school marks,
progression, and State test results will be included.
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Texas Education Agenu

"State Education Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program."

Project Director: Helen Ferguson

Cost: Federal Share: $115,887

SEAShare: $ 77,258

Total: $193,145

Project Period: October I, 1985 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

The Teicas Education Agency will conduct an evaluation in two areaS:(I) evaluation of the referral process involving students who arc experiencinglearning problems and who arc not succeeding in the regular instructionalprogrami including the formative process that occurs before a teacher dccidcs thata student cannot bc taught in thc regular classroom program and from whichemerges a teacher's judgcmentt about the student's teachability, and (2) evaluationof the appropriateness, technical adequacy, and validity of current assessmentpractices in relation to decisions about eligibility, intervention, and piacement ofED students in various program options.

The evaluation will consist of three studict. Thc first is a validation studyof a teachei luestionnaire to be used as a screening device for students rcfcrrcdfor comprehensive assessment as being possibly learning_ disabled. The TcxasEducation Agency Task Force on Emotional Disturbance _has developed thrccapproaches to the identification of emotional disturbance based on thc DSM=1II, aclarification document for the dcflnition of emotional disturbance found in 34 CFR300.5(b)(8); and a behavioral $:7.tms approach_that_ uses a behavioral evaluationscale. The second study of this project is a preliminary study of the technicaladeq%lacy of these three different approaches Respond entS to the Stud y consist-sf both private contultants and school district employees. Thc respondents willanalyze case studies of students currently identified and served under anothcrhandicapping condition, and students assessed and found to be ineligible for thcfollowing purposes:

(I) to assess the techni:al adequacy of the DSM-III's ability toidentify emotionally disturbed students reliably (i.e.,
interrespondent agreement with diagnoscs and determinations
of emotional disturbance for selected case studics) and
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validity (:e., agreement among respondents with original
determinations of cmotionai disturbante for selected casc
studieS);

(2) to determine any increased costs and related benefits
associated with the usc of thc DSM-111 in the idcntification
of emotionally disturbcd students; and

(3) to detcrmine whcthcr a tcachcr rating scalc based on
bchaviorally dcfincd critcria, such as thc Bchavior Evaluation
Sca lc (BES) (McCarncy ct al., 1983), contributes significantly
to thc accuracy of identifying studcnts as being emotionally
disturbcd.

The third study is to field-test the classification systems refincd in thc
preliminary study. the DSM-11I, behavioral systcms criteria. and the Federal
definition of emotional dIsturbance regarding (a) costs and efficiency, (b)
reliability, and (c) validity; and to develop recommendations for thc commissioners
and boards of the Texas Education Agency and thc Tcxas Department of Mental
Health-Mental Rctardation rcgarding thc usc of classification systcms in thc
identification of emotionally disturbed students as cliglole for spccial cducation
instruction and rclatcd servi:es.
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Maryland State Departmentsf Educatidn

"An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Services for Preschool Handicapped
Children."

Project Director: Sheila Draper

Cost: Federal Share: $127,176

SEAShate:$1 lL022

Total: $238,198

Project Period: October I, 1985 to March 31, 1987 '

Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will provide infermation about the long- and short-term effectiveness of early intervention for handicacped preschoolers.Specifically, the outcomes of this project will be the answers to the followingquestions:

(I) What are the short- and long-term effects of earlyintervention for handicapped preschoolers aged birth to five?
(2) What kind of children make the most progress in ihtgrvention

over the short- and long-term?

(3) What factors are associated with the greatest gains in
intervention?

(4) Does participating ir a preschool program have an iMpact on
the handicapped child's family and it there a relationship
between impact on the family and child progress?

(5) Are parents satisfied with their handicapped preschooler's
program and hoW does parental satisfaction relate to child
progress?

(6) Are educational services being provided to handicapped
children in the most effective manner possible?

This Preschool Evaluation Project was initiated by the State of Maryland inSeptember 1983, for the purpose of_ creating a longitudinal data base ofhandicapped pretchoolers. Thus far, the Project has collected the following kindsof information on two cohorts of handicapped preschoolers who are new to special
services in Montgomery County:
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o developmental assessment prior to the initiation of special
services;

o developmental assessment at the end of each school year;

o child demographic information;

o documentation of the type and quantity of services received;

o initial and end-of-the-year assessment of family
characteristics; and

o parental satisfaction data.

In the firSt year of the project (1983-84), 124 handicapped preschoolers were
pre- and post-tested. In the second year, another 350 new children were pre-
tested. Two hundred and sixty-one of them, along with the first year% children
were post-tested at the end of the school year. Major activities to be
implemented through this current project will be continuation of the
aforementioned data collection to answer the questions indicated; analysis of the
data collected during the second school year of the project; addition of
information on a third cohort of children to 1-:; data base; analysis of the three
yearS of data to provide efficacy informai:.,u; collection of cost data for four
school years, and comparison of program effectiveness indicators with cost
figures.

The evaluation is designed to be a longitudinal prospective study of children
who receive special services before they start elementary school. The children's
developmental status in seven areas is tested before they enter services and at
the end of each school year until they reach their sixth birthday. These data
*ill be analyzed using a technique called "value-added" analysis to see whether or
not the children's growth exceeded that expected based on their preservice status.The extent of growth due to program participation will be analyzed by
handicapping conditions to examine differential growth patterns among different
types of children. Program factors will be related to extent of growth in a
regression analysis to identify those circumstances under which children made the
most gains. Changes in family characteristics and degree of parental satisfaction
will be analyzed and are related to extent of child gain due to program

.participation by regression. Final4, the data on program effectiveness will be
compared to the cost incurred to serve the children in the sample to determine
whether or not hanlicapped preschoolers are being served in the most cost
effective manner possible.
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Maine-Deoartment-of-Education and Cultuial Services

"Transition Programs for the Handicapped: Impact and Effectiveness."

Project Director: Richard Bartlett

Cost: Federal Share: $ 99,944

SEA Shard'. -$ 75.725

Total: $175,669

Project Period: January 1, 1986 to June 30, 1987

Abstract:

Tht iNoject will conduct a comprehensive, Statewide evaluation of transition
programs and services. This activity will begin with the ddvelopmant of an
evaluation system to be used by LEAs. Following the development of the system,
40 prograrn throughout the State will be evaluated. The local data will be
aggregated gain insight into the impact and effectiveness of transitionprograms in aine.

Formation of a stakeholder group will be the _first systematic activity. Thebeginning of such a group exists now in the "Secondary_ Transition Committee."
Representatives from additional, diverse_ constituency groups will be atsembled.
This body will Serve as a steering committee for the duration of the project . Tha
committee Will -work to establish goals and objectives for tranSition programs
throughoUt the State of Maine. Following the clear articulation and sequencing
Of program goals; project staff will develop cvaluaeon questions to address these
goilt and objective& With the assistance of the stakeholdi committee, projectStaff will determine which sources can best provide information regarding the
attainment of these goal& Appropriate instrumentation will then be developed.
Such instrumentation will include surveys; structured interviews, record review&
and standard review of relevant _documentation. Folluwing conStruction of
appropriate evaluation instruments, a manual will be developed that Will Provide
comprehonSive instructions for the conduct of the evaluation. Issues such as
sampling; data collection strategies, and data analysis procedures will be detailed.

Three representative LEM will be selected as field test sites. In these sites
the complete evaluation process will be followed in order to determine the
effectiveness of the assessment; design; methodology, sampling techniques, data
collection, analysis, and interpretation strategies. The evaluation manual and
instruments will be revised with feedback from the field tests.



At this point, a sample of 40 LEAs will be asked to participate in the
Statewide assessment of impact and effectiveness. A project staff member will ba
selected to assist with the aluation in each LEA. Following the collection and
analysis of data, the stakel-older committee will be reconvened to assist in the
interpretation of results.

A final summary report will be developed that will provide results and
recommendations on the impact and effectiveness of trantition programs
throughout the State of Maine.

Major components of the transition process to be evaluated are (1) the high
school foundation; (2) transition without special services; (3) transition with time-
limited services; (4) transition with ongoing services; and (5) the employment
foundation.

Both process and product goals for transition programs will be identified,
and evaluation questions will be derived from the goals.
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DelawareDepartment of Public Instruction

"A Study of The Relationship of Education and Transition Factors to the Job
Status of Mildly and Moderately Handicapped Students."

Project Director: Wilmer Wise

Cost: Federal Share: $ 89,035

$ 59.5 i2

Total: $1484.17

Project Period: October 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

The student sample will be composed_ of all mildly and moderately
handicapped students (selected from Levels II-V of the Delaware C ijruurn of
Services Model) who left the preparing schools in June 1985 unde- any le of
three exit conditiont: with diploma, with_certificate of completicr n
reached maximum age allowed by law. The estimated number of st.., its to be
included in the study is_ 400. These students will have exited from all school
types in operation in the State of Delaware: special scnools, intensive learniro
centers, part-time vocational, full-time vocational, and comprelensiveschiols.

_ Information will be Obtained from a post.high school interviw, and from
student records and trantcripts from three periods of time during high school._ at
exit from high School, and at six month,: Ifrer exit from hi1 . school. Theproject intends- tO describe the program= choic,...s and course-taking patternt for
the clast Of 1985 students includedin the_study, and to establiSh the leVel of
concentration of high school vocational prenaration. Study variables relating to
0mph:iv:nein include (1)__the intensity of thi.. Special Education program to which
the Student was exposed; (2) the intensity (concentration) of the vocational
education program to which the student was exposed; (3) successful cumpletion of
a high school driver's education course; (4) programs and course-taking pattzrns;
and (5) method of exit.

The study will adequately describe major variables relating to job status, and
will examine relationships between_variables. Inclusion of data for three periods
of time Will support analysis of relationships between (1) personal and program
variables and method of exit, (2) method of exit and work status variables, and
(3) pe:sonal and program variables and work status variables.



Information to be obtained on student! will be comprehensive, in order to
enhance interpretability of findings in light of rivaling hypotheses. Analyses
designed to describe the status _of_ these stAents and determine relationships will
be designed to pernt init:al molar analyses for entering the data bate dividing
the sample consistent with derinif,...ns of mild and Moderate. Second level
analyse& will utilize Federal detir.;.tpins of categories. Finally, analyses will be
designed which consider the he t- :>,eneity Within and between these categories.
This latter analyiis of students 'acilitate the interpretation of data which will
be confounded ;:., stud!nt cognitive, behavioral; and emotional characteristics and
intensity of service, program placement, courses taken, and job status.
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3.11111112Bilutta_Dsalzimau_s/f_VAW.Ii2n.

"SEA Evaluation Studies."

Project Director: Theodore Riggen

Cost: Federal Share: $106,844

SEA-Shl.r.3.12211

Total: $242,942

Project Period: October 1, 1965 z.) March 31, 19137

Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will develop and implement on a Statewide basis
tystem through which the impact and effectiveness of special educati,n programs
and service can be annually evaluated ta local, regional, and State levels.

Vermont will develop and smplement s_ special education coq accounting
system that will givC an aocurate 4nd full accovsnt of all loca:, iitate, Federal, and
other expenditurtu :or the education of handicapped children and youth.
Measurement systems will be developed and implemented at the loc.c..2 educational
leyel(superhtendency) which will provide data allowing normative comparisons
among_ superintenuoicies. The projt will develop and implement an external
evaluation proOdure that Will validate cost data and normative indicator matures
and provide qdality evaluation of special education. The result Will affect local
educational agency and State educational agency decision makers, insure reliability
of cost dam and normative indicator measures, and wii .note special education
programs of high quality. The project will develop t; data management system
that collects, stores, reducrz, transmits, and reports evaluation data to decision-
making groups and the pvc,1"c.

In order to achieve the development of a cost accounting system, project
staff in consultation With local educators of special education will construct a listof special education expenditures that ought to be accounted for on an annual
basis. Pencil and computer cost accounting systems will be developed with the
goal of moving everyone toward computerized systems.

The data collection instruments and procedures will be studied by one or
more CPA firms which have extensive experience in conducting school district
audits. The CPAs will be asked to analyze the data gathering materials from a
technical as well as a practical perspective.
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All materials and procedures will then be field tested. An analysit will be
made at this point of the amount of time involveJ in collecting and reporting the
desired :*.'scal data.

The project will ider fy and field test many DIP indicators to
evaluate special educatior nereby determining the inm --a. effectiveness of
special education. For :nt. lurposes of this project, thcsi; measurable variables
are called "normative iators." The normative indicators will address inputs,
processes, and outputs . Ve:mont's special education programt Prioritizcd
norinatiVe indicators will bc generated by Vermont's Special Education Evaluation
Committee. Five local educational agencies, one from each of the five regions in
Vermont; will be selected to implement ineatUrtment operations for each of the
selected normative indica:ort. Project Staff will then develop a manual that
contains measurement operations and responsibilities; reliability procedures,
timelinct for data gathering; and formats and time lines for reporting data
SummarieS, Local educational agencies will use the manual to collect all-a report
data to local and State decision makers. The data will bc compiled in normative
form; reporting these to each local educational ageney, is well as each local
educational agency's reference point on each normatiVe indicator relati to the
ovecll State norms for that school year.

TTC project will use the Johnson-Godberry Special Education Program
Definition Model as one of the key foundation blocks upon which to build this
evaluation study. Quality indicators will be developed for the 18 Johnson-
God..,i ry program elements and measurementt *Stems for eaA set of qtrlity
indi ators. A model .vill then bc develoPed for external site visits to local
eduL;rional agency special education programs to include procedures and
instruments for the reliable aSsestment of each quality indicator. The external
site vis:: model will )-e. pilot tested in one local educational agency. Based on the
retultt of the pilot test, a manual for external quality evaluation and validation of
cott and normative indicator data will be created. About 12 local educational
agencies per year will receive an external quality _eValuation of cost and
normative indicator data. This would inture that each Vermont local educational
agency would undergo such evalua n and Validation once every five years.

Given the evaluation and cost data generated by these activities, Vermont
will develop and field test a data management system that collects, stores,
reduceS, tranSmits, and reports evaluation data to decision=making groups and the
public. The framework for tracking the outcomes of external site visits using the
quality indicators, the initial normative indicators, and the cost indicatorsprovides the framework for a Management Information System which the p.oject
will develop.
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Abstr_acts of State Educational Agency/Federal Evaluation
Studies Program Cooperative Agreements for FY 84

State/Title

California State Department
of Eduotion

"Alternatives to Special
Education 2or Studeics
With Learnin

Project Director/Address Grant PeriothAmount

Dr. Margaret Scheffelein
California State
Department of Education

Special_Nceds Divi Sion
Room 610
721_ Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-4768

10 01/84 03 .31:86
Federal - S122.340
SEA - S 1.560

otal - 5203.900

Abstract: The California State Devirtment of Education's evaluation study will
(1) investigate thc effect and effectiveness of alternative functioning student
study team models and (2) provide implications for potentially refining _current
identificaCi. e,rocedures and eligibility criteria rcl- d to learning disab:lities and
Stlicient s g spec:al education and related serc.s.

A Statisti ,;rofile of the referrals -.,:tde to thr stodent study team will be
documented._ -The study will yield informl.ition o he types of interventions that
hc teams arc recommending and the frequcne 91' utihzation of each Opti 911,

including recommended placern.-,nt in special education StudentS *ill _be
tracked according to the IEP Team's recommendations, which may inüd Speeial
classes, resource specialists' programs, designated inStructiOn and Sei::..:és (sPeech
and language thcrapy, adaptive physical cducation, or other rcsources), other
program_ services, or no special education services because the pupil is ineligible
for services.

Afte_i- the students receive the designated assistancc for a 4-6 month period, thcy
arc re-evaluated to determine if they have progressed in their areas ot need. Thc
evaluation wi,i -.tudy successful vs. u isucccssful interventions and idcntify critical
aspects predictive of intervention outcomes.

r.
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State/Title Project Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

Connecticut State Depai t-
ment of Educati.on

"Assessing the Impact and
and EffectivenesS Of
Critical Variables that
Affect the Placement of
Emotionally Maladjusted
Students"

Dr. Thomas Gi
Bureau of Student Services
Connecticut State
Department of Education

P.O. Box 2219
Hartford, CT 06145
(203) 566-3561

11/01/84 - 08/31/86
Federal $159399
SEA - 5 1 20,4 80
Total - $279,879

bstiact: Thc Connecticut Statc Department of Education proposes to examine
thc critical variables related to placement of emotionally .1aladjusted children in
out-of-district private facilities and their rcturn to local School districts. The
foi/owing critical %ariables will be examined: the characteristics of students
placed in otat-ol-district private facilitieS; thc relationship between the
c:haracteristics of public an,.1 private school programs and the emotionally
maladjusted students placed in thcsc programs, thc characteristics of putiic and
private school programS that facilitate the cturn of emotionally maladjusted
students to local school districts; funding chz:acteristics of 0.1t-of=ditrict private
facility placements: and the cost-effectiven:_; of placement i- out=of=district
private facilities vs local schooi districts.

There are five phascs to the evaluation. la Phase I, thc study will identify a listof indeper.dent variables th_rough a review of the litri ature, SEA data, and
interviews with an External Advisory Committcc. The master list of variables willcorm the basis for a field Survey tha-, will be conducted by a Likert-type
instrument to determine if thc mastcr list independent) variables arc related tozhe dependent variablet. Thc dependent variables _are the (1) proportion placed
out-of-disti Ict, (2) proportion placed out-of-district and returned to the LEA cach
year, and (3) pro:Jonion placed out-of-district in excess of three _yearS. Theproduct of Phase I is a final definition and measurement technignet for asSessing
dependent variables. In Phase II; three sets of instruments will be developed: (I)
an instrumcnt to collect SE4 data, (2) a program survey on LEA district-level
independent variables, and (3) a caSe Study instrument package: In Phasc III.
data will be collected using the thice data collection instruments developed in
Phase II. Data analysis will occur in Phase IV, and reporting in Phase V.
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State/Title Project Direzr ,ddress Grant Period/Amount

District of_columbia Public Women Thomas 01/01/85 - 09/30/86
Schoclis D.C. Public SchoolS Federal - $165,833

"Project REMODEL: Research/ Division of Special SEA - $112 548
Evaluation Model for Edlication Total - $278,381
Secondary Lcarning Department of E,4r3cation
Disabled" Webster Administ7ation

Building
10th & H Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

(202, 724=4018

Attira0: The DiStrict of Columbia Public Schools will examine cx;sting options
for serving Icarning disabled youth ir regular education settings and thc

the-F1 options. The instrt.tional options include: (1) regular
.vith :Lincrant services, (2) resource room help, (3) learning center
(4) carcer/vezational t-ainin program with special education

effec.'
class
pin
SItppo

Thc focus of the study will be on prcsently Jperating programs that serve
secondary level learnrrg disabled students at least part-time in the mainStream of
the school system. At each site, information .will be gathcrcd on: (1) the system
of delivery of services to students, (2) progrcss c Students, and (3) a follow-up
of program graduates at thc scnior high School Icv..:1 to ascertain thc degree to
which thc program models prepared students for postsecondary experiences. Areas
for examination in the System of delivery of services include thc k-eping of
student rccords, the function of thc multidisciplinary team at thc school,
transportation. health services; and thc availability of opportunities for
mainstream _experiences. Observation, questionnaires, interviews, checklists,
parents, review of stu lent progress data, studcnt Surveys, and dircct measurement
of student achicvemer will serve as thc data gathering methods.

Pata from each progr n sitc evaluated will be obtained. The final report will
prescr.t thc findings f. each program.
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State/T.:e Project Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

Hawaii State-De-o-artmt-n-t-of Special Needs Branch 10/0. '4 03/31/86Education State Department of Federal $131,706"Assessment and Improvement Education SEA - 89.180of Related Services for 3430 Leahi Avenue Total - $220,886All Special Education Honolulu, HI 96815
Students" (808) 737-3720

Abstract: 1 te Hawaii State Department of Fn.:ation's evaluation study will uscthc context-input-process=product (CIPP) model to evaluate several areas.
Context evaluation will addrcss thc nccd for information about the environment inwhich related serviceS must function. Through context evaluation, thc social;
political, and economic forces that impact on the related services systcms as awhole will bc idcntificd and described.

Input evaluation will assess the present use it system resources. A descriptivestudy of the present systcm will analyze ii ale data on each related Service intcrms of students served by handicapping (frequency and percentage),location ki-lawaii'S Seven educational distr . nature of Service (direct orindirect), frequency of service (average per month, and coSt of service per unit).This information will serve as a base to pi:in structural changes (e.g.,redistribution of resources).

Process/product evaluation will focus on the_ identification and solution Of Service
implementation problems. A descriptive study of the process of providing related
services will focus on d Small group of stueks,nts from thrcc schoolS or classrooms
who arc representative of the system as a whole. Thc studcnts will bc describedin tcrms of product measures and indicators of objective accomplishment. EachStudent will receive the planned related servicf; as 'Indicated in the students' IEP.Product measures will then bc takcn at thc cnd of thc pfedetermined timeinterval to assess thc effectiveness and impact of related services.
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State/Title Project Director/Address Grant Period Amount

Illinois 5tate Specialiied Educational 11/06/84 - 04/30/.86
Dcoa -ofEd-ueatilan Services_ Federal - S 60,000

"The Effectiveness of Ihinois_State Board of SEA - S 44,03-0
Options for Educating Education Tota 1 - S104,030
Lcarning Disabled 100 North First Street
Students in Illinois" Springfic:cl, IL 62777

(217) 782=6601

Abstract: The Illinois Statc Board of Education's evaluation study will examine
options that currently exist for serving learning disabled students in Illinois
within the regular educational program; and thc effectiveness of these options.
Alternative delivery systems will be identified on a continuum, and data on thc
number _,)f stuth-nts served by each will be collected. Thc study will invettigate
thc methods used to determine the type of deliver) ;Mr various typeS of Students.

A compichcns-:ve profile .of thc Statewide _learning disabilities delivery system,
based upon thc _incidence of various _typeS of ttudentS in each tyPe of alternative
program; wili be developed. Thc evaluation Will asSeSS the effects of partipation
in the various types of major remedial delivery systems.



State/Title Project Director/Address ,:ant Per:ad/Amount

Louisiana Dem r_tnen-t--of
E.ShEaliM

"Proposal for a Statewide
Evaluation of Early
Education Programs for
Handicapped Children in
Louisiana"

Dr. Betty Anderson
Louisiana Dcpartmcnt of
Education

P.O. Box 44064
Baton Rouge, LA 70804
(504) 342-3633

01/01/85 06/30/86
roirral - $113,781
SEA - $ 89.108
Total - $202,889

Alit;aq: The Louisiana Department of Edueation proposcs a Statewide evaluation
of the early education program for handicapped children in Louisiana. The
primary focus of data collection will be at the program level, and on program
variations. Data will be collected on all 68 local programs. Areat of cOncern
include referral, identification, assessment, Placcitent, treatment, duration of
treatment, related and support services, and placement after exit. Participants in
thc study include teachers, aides. children, parents, assessment personnel, and
central office administrators.

Child oata will be tied to program data for ar :./s so that frparisons can be
made among thc programs. When data is net-ci i addition t4..: that available
through the Louisiana Network of Special Educa.o R ;orris (LANSER), classroom
observations, time-on-task, and placement after exit Jain will bc collected.
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State/Title Projcct Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

MariPh1611102t=rth46nt of Judith Riegelhaupt 10/01/84 = 03/30786
Special Education Division Federal $ 99,853

'An Assessment of the State Department of SEA 71,857
Impact and .Lffectiveness
of Special Education:

Education
Quincy Center Plaza

Total - S171,710

::ummary of Comprehensive 1385 Hancock Street
Local Evaluation Quincy, MA 02169
Findings" (617) 770-7468

laltrael: The Massachusetts Department of Education'S evaluation study will
examine and aggregate the results of special education program evaluations
independently conducted by local educational agencies in lit:. St Ptc of
Massachusetts to identify program impact and effectiveness. A prehcncive
analysis of information collezted at the local level will be conducted provide a
Statewide perspective.

In Phase of study, all LEAs in the State of Massachusetts wiil ycd
to identify evaluation methods being employed, thc reasons for tlu
suggestions for modification. The project .vill report on thesc c tion
procedures. Those LEAS that use the Management Tool Model will submit copiet
of their evaluation report's raw data. A sample_of LEAs will be interviewed, and
thlough the interviews and site observations the projcct will dctcrminc if results
/73irrespond with evaluation findings, and if evaluation validity is differentially
affected by the type of LEA in which thc evaluation was conductcd.

In Phase II, an evaluation of a representative sample of evaluations conducted in
Massachusetts LEAs in 1981=1982 using a modified Management Tool :Yodel will be
analyzed. This process will provide information on thc impact of Special
education programming upon handicapped students throughout thc State. Studcntobjectives will bc rank-ordercd by lcv.. of achievement and intra=districtcomparisons will be made. An evaluation data base will bc established that willcontinue to bc used and expanded by the MaSsachusetts Statc Department of
Education for the purpose of longitudinal study.

Phase III, a panel-reaction format conference will be held to review thc
findings, to provide critical insight and assist in contextual interpretation.
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State/Title Project Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

nnesop
Educatuon
"The Impact and Effective-
ness of Educational
Services to Learning -

Disabled Students Served
Within Regular Education"

Thomas Lombard
Minnesota Department of
Education

Capitol Square Building
Room 813
550 Cedar Street
St Paul, MN 55101
(612) 296-4163

01/01/85 - 06/30186
Federal $131,938
SEA
Total - $219,949

Abstra-et: Thc Minnesota Dcpartmcnt of Education's evaluation study will
dctcrminc thc impact and effectiveness of local programs serving learning disabled
students within regular cducation.

A descriptive phase of th_e evaluation will describe trcnds in placement of
Minnesota students in LD programs. Data from 434 school_ districts on rate of
identification and growth rate of LD programs over tlie past 5 years will be
described, along with data from Iowa and Colorado; and National incidcncc data
from SEP. In the comparative phase, two groups of 10 school cl,Aricts will be
compared between and within groups, on nonspecial education alternative service!
sC.uol effectiveness characteristics, regular education curriculum expectations, and
referral outcomcs for full caseload programs. Surveys or rating scales be
used to collect thc data. Participating school districts will be thosc that wcrc
identified as ranking highest and lowest on combined service and growth rates in
the descriptive phase of the evaluation. A 10 perccnt random sample of K-6, LD
students will bc compared on validity rates for placement, period of timc and age
range, special a:cas of nccd, and extent of related services. Thc will be
collected from student rccords. An experimental phasc will examine changes over
timc in a school district that uscs a decisionmaking model intended to rcducc
overdepende_nce on special education resources and increase the involvement of
regular education. The subjects of the experimental phase of the evaluation will
be all K-6 students referred for low achievement in a large district or group of
districts using a decision-making model, and a sample of K-6 students previously
placed in a dittrict LD program. All K-6 sitet will be asSessed for school
effectiveness characteristics and compared with high/low service districts from thc
comparative phase of the evaluation.
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Statc/Title Project Director 1.,=,..ddrcss Grant Period:Amount

N
Derva-r-tritont

"Evaluation of the Impact
and Ef fecti-ven6ss of
Ncw York State's Effort
Toward the Provision of
a Free Appropriate Public
Education - Evaluation of
Secondary Programming for
Mildly Handicapped
Studci. s"

Lawrence Gloeckler
Of f iec for Education of
Childrcn with Handi-
capping Conditions

N.Y. Statc Departmcnt of
Education

Education_Buirding Anncx
Room 1073
Albany, NY 12234
(518) 474-5548

10/01/84 - 03/31/86
Fcdcral 5 60,000
SEA -411,000
Total $100,000

AtILUSI: 1-17 NeW York State Education Dcp,...-trncnt i11 asscss thc impact and
effectiveness )1' the curriculum and special cducation scr,iccs provided to
secondary Lvel mildly handicapped students in ordcr to cvaluatc thc State'. s cf fort
toward provision of a frcc appropriate public education. The study will evaluate
the impact and effcctivcncss of theSe programs and_ services in assisting
handicapped student achicvc creditS and pass required Statc examinations t1.1 t
lead to receipt of a diploma or to achicv e. post-school success, i.c., cmplol,mcnt
through altcrnativc prog-amS providcd by local educational agcncics.

The cvaluation will use a sample of 75 local school districts in upstatc New York
and Ncw York City to answ:. each of thc four objectivcs. Data will bc collected
on mildly handicapped students who entered secondary programs in 1980 and 1981
and completed Their programs in 1984 and 1985, respectively, in order to devclop
2 years of baselinc data. Proccdurcs will include rcvicw of mildly handicappcd
studcw cumulative rccord cards and academic folders.
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State/Title Project Director/Address Grant criod/Amount

EclueUt ion
"Statc Evaluation Consor-
tium to Evaluate Special
Education Services"

Robert .1. Sicwcrt 01/01/85 06/30/86
Special Education and Federal - $121,938
Student_Services SEA $ 8E605

State Department of Total - $203,543
Education

700 Pringle Parkwv y S.E.
Salem, CR 97310
(503) 378=2265

Alrtract: Thc Oregon Department of Education and the Alaska Department of
Education arc conducting a Joint evaluation study; with the assistancc of the
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. The study will assess the effects of
projects in small rural and mcdium sized school districts, and describe service
delivery costs:

The project will collect and review existing documcnts from a Sample of dittrictt,
conduct a literature reN 'cw, and conduct a survey of dittrictt in Alatka and
Oregon to be uscd in thc development of prototype impact evaluation designs,
program description protocols, and descriptions of standards. The materials will
be field tested, and based on thc field test, materials will be revised for use in
the larger scale data collection effort. Data_ wilL then _by collected to answer
Specific questions related to the project objectives: How are funding models
being used by districts? Which _small; rural schoels are providing the most
effective services, how much do these services cost, and which components can be
used elsewhere? How do actual program outcomes relate to currcnt standards--
how do actual outcomes relate to dcsircd outcomeS?

Thc data will be analyzed to determine:

How the costing of projects in Oregon matches up to costing
models uscd to fund programs.

o Criteria by which students are assigned to services by
districts.

Statcd goals to actual performance.

Which small; rural districts have a good balance of cost with
impact.

o Which districts arc differentiallY mott and leaSt effective.
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State/Titie Project Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

W Dr. Greg Kirsch 01/01/85 - 06/30)86
af-P-ublicrniArtiction Office of Superintendent Federal $ 94,950

"Evaluation of Learning of Public Instruction SEA $ 77.822
Disabled _Identification Old Capital Building Total - $172,772
Procedures in the State FG-11
of Washington: Effective=
ness, Impact and Bias"

Olympia, WA 98504
(206) 753-6733

)14-Lag4: The Washington Superintendent af Public Instruction will evaluate the
potential impact af alternative learning disabilities discrepancy formulas in
relation to the alternative educational options available in !_,EAs in the State of
Washington to meet the nccds of children referred fat 4,ecial education and
related services.

The evaluation cohsistt of several_ phases. Phase I will focus an coMputer
simulation af bUtcomes and expected _impacts resulting from applying alternative
LD identification discrepancy formulas. Phase H will deterinine the pattern of
discrepancy, scores Across achievement areas and thcir carretponding level of
severity for children referred as potentially eligible for special education_ and
related services; Phase_III will determine the effectiveness of available education
program_options (Lc; regular, compensatory, and special education) for educating
the children referred in Phase H. Phasc IV will synthesize the reports preparedin Phases /, II, and HI into a final report and disseminate project findings.
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APPENDIX B. SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF INITIAL
DATA ON DEAF-BLIND CHILDREN
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SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF INITIAL DATA ON DEAF-BLIND CHILDREN

packground-Informatign

The Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) Amendments of 1983 require
the Secretary of Education to annually collect and analyze data from grantees
receiving funds under Section n.:2, the "Services for Deaf-Blind Children and
Youth." Section 622 (c)(1) reads as follows:

"Programs supported under this section shall report annually to the
Secretary on (A) the numbers of deaf-blind children and youth served
by age, severity, and nature of deaf-blindness; (B) the number of
paraprofessionals, professionals, and_family members directly served by
each activity; and (C) the types of services provided." (P.L. 98-199,
Part C, Section 622; 20 U.S.C. 1422)

To facilitate the transmission of this data, all grantees (public or nonprofit
private agencies, institutions, or organizations) providing services to deaf-blind
children and youth under Section 622 are requested to annually sw. mit this
information to SEP on OMB Form 18204532. The regulations pertaining to this
program (34 CFR 307.11 and 307_12) require each grantee to report data on all
deaf-blind children and youth within the State in which the grantee is providing
either direct service or technical assistance.

The count of deaf-blind children and youth generated by the report of
February 1986 is a more accurate count of the total number of deaf-blind children
and youth directly served by the srantees than previously available to SEP.
Informption from the data forms has been compared with the number of deaf-blind
children and youth reported int the States under Part B of the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (EHA,B) and Subpart 2 of Part B, Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as modified by Chapter 1 of the
EducationSonsolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, referred to hereafter as
ECIA 'SOP). This comparison is also required by the EHA Amendments of 1983:

"The Secretary shall examine the number of deaf-blind children and
youth (A) reported under subparagraph (c)(1)(A) and by the States;
(B) served by the programs under Part B of this Act and Subpart 2 of
Part B, Title I, of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 (as
modified by Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act of 1981); and (C) the Deaf-Blind Registry of each State. The
Secretary shall revise the count of deaf-blind children and youth to
reflect the most accurate count." (P.L. 98-199, Part C, Section 622;
20 U.S.C. 1422)
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An analysis of the data forms for the FY 1986 reporting period indicatesthat the State coordinators continue to experience difficulty in obtaining all ofthe requested information. The data submitted in 1986 were much mord complete,however, than the data submitted for 1985, the initial reporting period. This isexhibited by the reduced number of children in the "unknown" categories and theincreased number of data points which the States were able to address. Onereason for the more_ complete information is the extensive technical assistanceprovided by an SEP project conducted by the Association for Persons with SevereHandicaps (TASH) to assist State coordinators in improving their ability to collectmore accurate and complete data.

Analvsis-of-the-SUrvey

Table B1 is a summary of the counts of deaf-blind children and youth by agegroup. Two figures are particularly important. The count of 485 in the"Unknown" category is approximately 10.44 percent of the total population ascompared with a 16.61 percent unknown rate for 1985. This decrease supports thefact that the States are reporting more accurate and complete data.

The second important figure is the count of 947 in the 18 to 21 age group,which represents 20.39 percent of the children whose ages are_ known as comparedwith 29.85 percent reported in 1985. If the population were equally distributedacross all ages, approximately 18.2 percent Would be expected to fall within any4-year category. Since the percentage of deaf-blind youth in the 18 to 21 agegroup is significantly less than in 1985, it suggests that the children born deaf-blind during the rubella epidemic of 1963-65 are now "aging out" of the birth to21 age range of mandated education and services.

Table B2 _reports the number of deaf-blind children and_youth counted underthe child counts for EHA-B and Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP). Those reported underthe column "Other/Unknown" are tither (1) children and youth outside the State'smandated age range and therefore receiving services supported by Section 622funds only, or (2) children for whom it is not knawn whether they are beingsupported under_ EHA-B or_Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP). Most State coordinatorsreport more deaf-blind children and youth than are reported in the "Deaf-Blind"category for both EHA-B and Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP).

Tables B3 and B4 indicate the handicapping condition categories under whichthese children arc reported.

The EighthAnnual Reoort to Congress did not include information on thenumber of children and youth in relation to the nature and severity of deaf-blindness because States were not able to provide enough data to enable SEP toproject national totals with any degree of accuracy. Data submitted for 1986 arepresented in Tables 85 and B6.
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States were- requested ta indicate the etiology at the deaf-blindness of all
children and youth served (see Table B5) in response to the statutory requirement
to report the number of children and youth according to the nature of deaf-
blindness. Although the percentage of children and youth whose etiology is not
known is 44.16 percent,1 the highest single cause of deaf-blindness is still
maternal rubella, which accounts for 33.54 percent of the known cases.

In terms of seerity of deaf-blindness, States indicated the degree of vision
and hearing loss as reported in Table B6. The number of children for whom this
information was not reported accounts for 32.36 percent under the degree of
vision loss and 31.86 percent under the degree of hearing loss. One reason for
this lack of information is that it is extremely difficult to1 accurately determine
the degree of vision and hearing loss in those deaf-blind children and youth who
are also severely mentally handicapped.

Table B7 shows the types of services provided by each project to
professionals, paraprofessionals, and family members. The types of services
include consultation, training, information and referral, respite care, and other
services that may be unique to the project The totals are a duplicative count
since one person may receive more than one type of service.

The information related to the types of services provided under this
authority to deaf-blind children and youth cannot be reported at this. time. OSEP
continues to provide technical assistance to grantee States to obtain and clarify
this data.

1 Since the totals for many of the tables are less than the 4,645 deaf-blind
children and youth reported in the entire survey, the difference between the total
for each table and the 4,645 figure has been added to the total in the "Unknown"
column in determining the percentage of "Unknowns" for that table.
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SUMMARY OF DEAF7ILIND STUDENTS BY AGES
Dato tor Ytarl 1086 Table BI

STUDENTStiti/Torritorw 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 le 19 20 21 UNK TOTAL

ALABAMA
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90 90ALASKA-
0 1 0 1 0 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 16AMERICAN um 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1ARIZONA

0 5 3 4 5 0 3 1 2 7 3 3 6 2 3 2 7 3 3 4 1 0 67
ARKANSAS

2 2 3 _3 7 6 4 3 2 2 _2 _4 _5 1 4 2 2 1 3 4 2 4 0 _74CALIFORNIA
0 2 7 11 11 15 11 25 10 23 15 19 12 19 18 19 21 18 34 42 0 6 349COLORADO-
1 2

_9

1 3 7 5 0 10 2 3 5 6 3 3 10 6 3 7 4 2 8 4 0 95CONNECTICUT 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 3 1 2 5 1 0 2 3 1 5 6 4 2 8 0 0 47DELAWARE
0 3 0 3 1 2 7 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 0 3 1 0 0 0 34DIST OF COLUMBIA 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 3 3 3 2 0 0 :23FLORIDA
0 1 1 1 1 6 4 1 i 2 2 2 8 6 9 11 7 14 7 6 14. 1 _I 109

GEORGIA
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 6 9 1 5 2 4 3 1 4 4 5 4 3 8 8 63 135Mk._ 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 14HAWAII 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26

IDAHO

00000122410011010020109 :16
ILLINOIS 0 0 0 0 00000 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 179 181
INDIANA

0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 20
1041A--

0 1 1 1 0 2 1 3 2 2 1. 2 5 1 5 5 4 5 1 3 0 47
hANSAS- 0 2 5 5 8 3 3 3 4 2 3 5 5 2 1 4 2 4 1 3 2 4 71
KENTUCKY

1 1 2 9 9 6 4 4 4 7 7 5 7 _4 _4 5 5 3 4 2 1 0 0 14LOUISIANA
1 5 5 4 6 6 6 6 9 3 5 6 9 17 13 9 4 13 18 15 _ 0 1 167

MAINE
0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 A 0 0 12

MARYLAND-- 0 0 0 1 3 2 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 3 3 6 4 3 1 6 13 0 0MASSACHUSETTS 3 5 5 2 3 1 i4 6 1 3 2 4 2 2 8 4 3 9 7 7 7 31 0

_53

114
MICHIGAN

037B48119286765346856j5O12 143
MINNESOTA 0o33l916523234512i307 1 81
MISSISSIPPI 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 5 4 2 2 4 2 1 4 3 7 9 0 50
MISSOURI 0 3 / 6 11 20 10 17 8 8 8 8 5 7 7 9 : 5 5 _2 4 0 0 157
MONTANA-

332103022503344204212630 64N1AARIANNES ISLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) _1NEBRASKA 0 0 0 1 1 1 4 9 5 2 7 9 5 2 4 11 2 1 3 3 0 0 0 70
NEVADA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0. o 0 0 o o o 0 o o o 0 o 1 1 o 0 3
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8 8 9 3 7 5 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 51
NEM JERSEY

0394106106498956111381075180 1 162
NEW MEXICO 0 1 4 A I I I 2 5

: .7 3 : 3 _4 12 1 5 2 4 4 40 65
NEW YORK

1
.5

3 15 10 17 23 12 14 7 10 21 13 10 26 20 27 7' 20 16 460 18 373
NORTH CAROLINA 1 4 2 8 3 4 7 6 4 4 3 11 1 17 9 10 8 9 12 4 14 I8 0 169
NORTH DAKOTA 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 2 0 1 2 4 0 0 0 Q 0 1 2 4 2 0 22
ON10---

0 0 1 .0 0 10 A ..2 1 1 1 0 7 Z. 1. 1 2 3 3 1 2 14 0 16OKLAHOMA p 11. 21 27 31 33 29 25 27 23 22 8 9 9 9 9 5 7 9 5 1 0 0 326
OREGON 0 0 2 3 3 8 7 2 5 1 9 1 3 4 4 7 6 9 6 7 12 0 2 101
PENNSYLVANIA 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 2 4 1 2 2 4 3 5 8 4 2 6 2 1 28 15 97
MY RTO RICO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.. o o 0 0 0 o 0 39 39
RHODE ISLAND

1 2 3 1. 0 2 2 3 4 0 1 1 1 3 0 2 1 1 3 3 0 1 0 35
SOUTH CAROLINA 0 1 0 3 3 _ 1 1 7 3 4 8 3 5 5 3 8 4 9 6 7 1 0 116
SOUTHIDAKOTA

_ q 6 I 4 6 5 5 1 6 4 1 0 3 0 2 2 5 0 5 4 _O 60
TENNESSEE 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 _2 _O 0 I 0 0 0 2 1 -0 i 0 26 42
TEXAS

1 2 5 12 14 11 13 10 16 10 12 12 7 10 13 10 20 12 li 15 12 0 1 250
UTAH. 0 1 3 5 8 9 10 4 4 4 3 6 6 1 4 2 4 4 3 5 5 0 0 91
VERMONT-- 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 11
VIRGIN_ISLANDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA

000113j111110240676O5o 0 41
WASHINGTON 2 2 2 5 7 5 4 0 6 6 1 1 1 2 6 10 7 10 12 11 2 0 106
OEST VIRGINIA 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 0 0 2 0 2 1 5 0 0 25
WISCONSIN 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 3 0 0 0 2 4 3 3 6 0 0 28
WYOMING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTALS 27 85 122 175 188 224 205 200
208 157 194 194 171 115 227 222 199 250 237 221 335 154 485 4645



Table B2

REPORT OF Part 11 494-142/ and P.L. 89-313 STUDENTS
Data for Year: 1946

PART P.L. Other 1 I TOTAL :

State/Territory SEA-I42 89-313 Unknown DEAF-PLIMD

ALABAMA IO 24 56 I 90

ALASKA 13 1 2 I 16

AMERICAN SAMOA 3 0 I =3

ARIZONA=
_o
34 14 19 I 67

ARKANSAS_ 10 55 I 74

CALIFORNIA 221 34
_I
94 I 349

COLORADO 1 89 5 I 95

CONNECTICUT 0 47 0 I 47

DELAWARE o 33 1 I 34

DI01-0F COLUMBIA 21 2 I :23

FLORIDA
_ti

6e 33 8 I 109

GEORGIA 44 28 63 I 135

MAN o 10 0 I 10

HAVA/I 0 10 0 I 26

IDAHO 4 12 0 1 _16

ILLINOIS 0 181 0 I 181

INDIANA _9 10 I I 20

/0114:= 15 37 I 47

KAKSAS 20 40
_O
11 I 71

KENTUCKY 36 _42 id I 94

LOUISIANA 38 109 20 I 167

MAINE-- 6 4 I 12

MARYLAND
_2
15 37 1 I 153

MASSACHUSETTS 34 80 5 I 119

MICHIGAN 9 110 24 I 143

MINNESOTA 0 _O 81 I 81

MISSISSIPPI 0 45 5 I _50

MISSOURI 147 9 2 I 157

MONTANA- 30 18 16 I 64

N MARIANNES ISLES _O 3 0 I 3

NEBRASKA 68 2 0 I 70

NEVADA 2 0 il I =3

NEW HAMPSHIRE 6 15 30 I 151

NEW JERSEY 26 134 2 I 162

NEW MEXICO _35 -29 1 I 65

NEW YORK 114 257 2 I 373

NORTH CAROLINA 53 113 3 I 169

NORTH DAKOTA 0 22 0 I 22

OHIO 17 18 I I :36

OKLAHOMA 272 45 9 I 326

OREGON 10 93 8 I 101

PENNSYLVANIA II 85 _1 I 97

PUERTO RICO 21 0 I8 I 39

RHODE ISLAND 22 -6 7 I 35

SOUTH CAROLINA 18 68 0 I 86

SOUTH DAKOTA 17 53 0 I 60

TENNESSEE _16 _26 0 I 42

TEXAS 121 126 :3 I 250

UTAH:111 39 36 16 I 91

VERMONT- 0 10 1 I 11

VIRGINIISLANDS io o 0 I 0

VIRGINIA 15 24 2 I _41

WASHINGTON 50 47 :9 I 106

WEST VIRGINIA 0 10 15 I 25

WISCONSIN 7 21 0 I 28

WYOMING o 0 I 0_ti

1
- -

TOTALS 1696 2303 566 I 4645

291



REPORT OF Part 11 (SEA 142)
Date for Yeart nes

(1)
Mont_

State/Territore Retrd

ALABAMA 2
ALASKA- 0
ANERICAN SAMOA 0
ARIZONA 1
ARKANSAS 0
CALIFORNIA 7
COLORADO__ 0
CONNECTICUT 0
DELAWARE: o
DIST OF COLUNDIA 0
FLORIDA 6
GEORGIA 0
WAN 0
HAWAII

I
IDAHO 2
ILLINOIS 0
INDIANA 0
IONA o
KANSAS 0
KENTUCKY_ 13
LOUISIANA 1

MAINE _O
MARYLAND 14
MASSACHUSETTS 0
MICHIGAN_ 0
MINNESOTA-: 0
MISSISSIPPI 0
MISSOURI 0
MONTANA 0
N-MARIANNES ISLES 0
NEDRASKA 47
NEVADA 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0
NEW JERSEY 0
NEW MEXICO 0
NEILYORK__ 0
NORTH CAROLINA o
NORTH DAKOTA 0
OHIO o
OKLAHOMA 0
OREOON 0
PENNSYLVANIA 7
PUERTO RICO o
RHODE ISLAND 0
SOUTH CARVLINA C
SOUTH DAKCIA 0
TENNESSEE 14
TEXAS o
UTAH-- 0
VERMONT

0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 0
VIRGINIA

0WASHINGTON
0WEST VIRGINIA
0

WISCONSIN oWYOMING
0

TOTALS 115

291

STUDENTS Table 83

REPORTED HANDICAPPING:CONDITION CATEGORY__
-(2) 1(3) 1(4) -A5) (A) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Seek_ East Orthe Other Learn Multi Hard

_ Vls
laerd Dist 1400d Hlth Disab Hndee Hrns Bast Hndee

111)
Daat-
Blind

1

(12) 1

1

Unkn: 1

1

TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 _2 0 0 0 0 6 1 100 0 0 0 0 13 0 6 0 0 0 1 130 o o o 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 10 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 3 2 0 I

_.-5

340 0 0 0 0 111 o 0 0 11 0 1 _190 0 0 0 1 04 o 2 2 99 26 1 2210 0 0 0 o o 0 0 0 1 0 1 10 0 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 00 0 o o 0 0 0 0 o o 0 1 oA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I :032 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 0 30 0 I ao0 0 0 0 0 43 o 0 o 1 0 1 440 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 00 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 80 0 o 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 40 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 6 0 I 00 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 9 1 :9o 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
_O
15 0 I 150 o 0 0 o 5 0 o 0 15 0 1 200 0 0 0 0 13 6 :0 1 3 0 1 36o o o 1 0 A 2 18 4 6 0 1 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ti 2 4 _20 0 o 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 i0 I 150 0 0 o o 0 0 o 0 0 34 I 340 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 I 90 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I o0 0 0 0 0 _O 0 0 0 0 0 I _:00 0 0 o 0 47 0 1 0 99 10 1 1470 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 30 I 300 6 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 1

_O
68o o 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 20 0 0 o o 3 0 6 0 3 _O 1 :60 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 0 10 16 I 260 o 0 o 0 211 0 1 0 a o 1 350 0 0 0 0 113 0 0 0 0 1 1 1140 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 0 I 53o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 1 :00 0

-0

0 o 0 7 1 5 1 3 -0 1 170 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 0 272 1 2720 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 100 0 o o 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 1 21o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 22 1 220 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 18 1 IS0 0 9 o o 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 7o 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 _O 2 I 160 o 0 o 0 _O 40 0 0 SI 0 1 1210 0 0 0 0 35 0 0 0 4 0 1 390 0 6 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 1 00 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 _O6 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 _5 0 I 150
0

0
0

o
0

0
0

0
0

30,

0
0
0

3
0

0
0

17
0

0 I

0 1

50
00 0 0 0 o o o 0 0 7 0 1 70 0 o o o o o o o o o 1 o

t32 ti o 1 I 514 49 30 12 476 1 696



REPORT OF Pa; 89-313 STUDENTS
Data for Yart less

-_(1) i(2)
Mnti SPch:

StatO/TOrrItOry Retrd Imprd

Tabu 114
REPORTED HANDICAPPING CONDITION CATEGORY

:(3) -(4) (5) (6) (7) (0) (9) (10)

Esot Orthp Other Learn Multi Hard Vis
Dist ImPrd Hlth Olsab HndcP Hrno Deaf Hnder

(11)
Deaf-
Blind

(12)

Unkn

1

I

I

I

TOTAL

1

ALABAMA A 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 1 0 23 0 1 24

ALASKA-- 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 I

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 0 0 0 6 i 0 0 A 2 0 I 3

ARIZONA' 0 0 0 0 6 o -4 0 5 2 _3 0 1 14

ARKANSAS 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 25 0 I 55

CALIFORNIA 0 0 o 0 o 0 29 0 0 0 _5 0 I 34

COLORADO- 1 A o 0 6 0 7 0 0 0 81 :0 I 0?

CONNECTICUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 1 47

DELAWARE i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 1 32 0 I 33

DISTiOF COLUMBIA 21 _O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 21

FLORIDA 9 19 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 il 0 I 33

GEORGIA 0 0 0 o o o 1 o o 0 27 0 I 28

GUAM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 10

HAWAII e 0 0 0 0 0 A 0 I 0 3 0 1 18

IDAHO-- I 0 0 0 6 0 II 0 o 0 6 0 1 12

ILLINOIS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 10 1 181

INDIANA 0 0 0 0 0 o o o o 0 A) 10 I 10

IOWA 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 A o 0 32 0 1 32

KANSAS- 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 39 0 I 40

KENTUCKY_ 8 0 0 0 6 0 12 6 0 8 8 0 1 42

LOUISIANA 6 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 30 3 13 I 1 109

MAINE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i0 6 1 _6

MARYLAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 27 10 _O I 37

MASSACHUSETTS 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 o o o 0 SO 1 _SO

MICHIGAN- o o 0 0 0 0 110 A 0 0 0 0 I 110

MINNESOTA__ 0 0 0 o A 0 0 o 0 0 6 0 I =0

MISSISSIPPI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 I 45

MISSOURI 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 6 e e 1 _8

MONTANA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 A o o 0 IS I 11

N-MARIANNES ISLES 0 0 6 6 6 6 2 0 0 6 1 A 1 3

NEBRASKA 0 0 6 o 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 o 1 2

NEVADA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 0 0 o 1 0 _5 o 0 0 8 -V I 15

NEW JERSEY I 0 0 I 0 2 99 0 e 2 LO 21 1 134

NEW MEXICO 0 0 0 0 0 A 1 0 A 0 28 0 1 i29

NEV-YORK 0 0 0 0 0 0 237 0 0 0 0 0 i 237

NORTH CAROLINA 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 o o 0 113 0 I 113

NORTH DAKOTA 0 0 0 0 A o _0 0 0 0 22 0 i 22

OHIO 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 1 0 0 0 I 18

OKLAHOMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 _O 45 I 45

ORESON- 45 1 0 I A 0 i A 9 3 33 0 I 93

PENNSYLVANIA 77 0 0 0 i 0 2 0 0 1 4 0 I 85

PUERTOiRICO' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 o 1 0

RHODE ISLAND=-: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 _6 1 6

SOUTH CAROLINA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68 1 611

SOUTH DAKOTA 6 0 0 0 0 0 A o o o 0 53 I 33

TENNESSEE 0 0 0 0 6 0 A 0 0 0 0 26 1 26

TEXAS _0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 1 95 0 I 126

UTAHII,± 19 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 17 0 I 36
VERMONT 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 I 4 1 10

VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :0 0 1 4
VIRGINIA 0 0 0 0 0 0 :9 0 I 0 14 0 1 24

WASAINSTON 0 0 0 0 6 0 26 0 3 0 18 0 1 47

WESTiVIRBINIA 10 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 10

WISCONSIN 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 21 0 1 21

WYOMING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I i0
1

TOTALS 205 20 0 2 3 2- -879 36 59 35 692 430 1 2383

29J



Table B5

DEAF-DLIND_STUPENTS -- ETIOLOGY OF DEAF-PLIND CONDITIONSate tor Year! 1006

Stat-0/100itore_
Mind
Rubel

*tato
Eneell

-DEAF-OLINDiETIOLOGY
tlehre COhtl Peri
Sehdr Nerve Nerve OTHER UNRUH TOTAL

ALASAMA 20 7 0 1 0 20 31 07.ALASKA 2 5 0 3 1 1 4 16AMERICAN SAMOA 0 1 o 0 0 0 _2 =3ARIZONA 13 0 o 0 0 12 34 41ARKANSAS I I : 4 0 4 0 27 _21 74CALIFORNIA 114 21 5 _0 2 90 110 349COLORADO 14 1 1 42 3 14 17 94CONNECTICUT 34 0 3 I o 4 i 5 47DELAWARE 2 2 1 0 0 111 10 33OIll'OF COLUMSIA 2 _I 0 0 0 9 II 23FLOM* 43 11 0 3 6 32 111 109GEORGIA 0 0 0 6 0 0 74 74GUAM 2 1 0 o 0 0 7 10NAWAII 14 0 0 6 0 4 0 26ZDANO-_:'-_ 2 2 0 1 o 0 =3 16ILLINOIS 46 7 7 0 0 40 73 173INDIANA 6 1 4 3 0 5 20IOWA 7 9 4 :6 3 6
_3
12 47KANSAS s 4 0 14 2 IV 23 71KENTUCKY_ 14 13 _1 14 0 23 27 93Loulasaaa 36 2 33 V 11 49 23 163MAINEIlli 3 0 2 4 0 i6 :1 12MARYLAND 21 1 0 0 1 14 15 32MASSACHUSETTS 49 s i 2 1 37 23 1111MICHIGAN 9 o o 0 1 0 132 142MINNESOTA 0 0 0 o 0 79 _A $IMISSISSIPPI 12 :3 0 4 0 LA 24 49NISSOURI 13 12 3 30 7 26 43 136MONTANA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0N MARIANNES ISLES 3 0 0 0 0 0 ANEDRASKA 1 4 o 2 0 22
_0
41 70NEVAW- 0 o 0 o 0 0 a i3NEW HAMPSHIRE _2 3 0 3 1 -7 A 11NEW JERSEY 37 0 3 17 0 20 23 162NEW MEXICO

1 0 0 7 o 26 31NEW YORK
115 16 7 37 13 43 167

_65
370NORTH CAROLINA 40 0 o 1 0 94 23 160NORTH OAKOTA s 0 0 1 0 6 7 2213 3 4 0 o o o 36OKLAHOMA _O 0 0 0 0 =0 0 0OREGOW-_-_ 23 9 11 13 0 20 19 100PSOINSYLVANIA 44 6 a 4 0 111 23 93PUERTO RICOL 21 0 0 o 0 0 0 21RHODE ISLAND 0 1 2 11 i 14 16 3590010 CAROLINA 5 5 0 0 0 32 23 03SOUTHAAKOTA 4 3 0 7 0 17 29 60TENNESSEE 0 0 0 0 0 0TEXAS -0 0 0 _O 0 0 250 250UTAH 10 5 o 21 0 31 24 91VERMONT- -: : i _ 4 1 1 3 1 1 o 11VIRSIMASLAMDS 0 0 0 0 0 '0 0VIRGINIA 6 0 1 0 9 13 7
_0
41WASHINGTON 22 6 10 2 6 26 34 106WEST VIRGINIA 6 0 o 0 0 19 0 23WISCONSIN 14 2 1 1 0 e 2 20WYOMING 0 o o 0 0 o o 0

TOTALS 1170 171 106 302 05 1073 1473 4067



Table B6

DEAF-DLIWAITUDENTS -- DEGREE OF VISION AND HEARING LOSS

Data Ptr Yeati 10.4

DEGREE Or LOSS>> VISION HEARIN8

Pert Leol Loht Totl

Steto/Torritorv SOht BInd Prep Bind UM Mild Modr Sevt UNKN TOTALS

ALAPAHA 1 21 7 17 44 6 9 42 33 70

ALASKA 4 4 6 1 1 5 5 4 2 16

AMERICkd SAMOA 0 0 1 2 A 0 0 _0 3 3

ARIZONA- 2 2! 1 -_6 31 6 _8 24 26 63

ARKANSAS 6 10 8 21 :28 '7 15 10 42 73

CALIFORNIA 4b 02 25 50 147 25 62 108 154 349

COLORADO 10 32 9 8 32 25 13 19 36 90

CONNECTICUT 3 41 2 0 4 2 33 11 1 47

DELAWARE 5 3 0 6 20 9 9 12 4 34

DIST OF COLUMBIA 2 9 :0 _I 10 6 _6 6 5 22

FLORIDA / 36 15 39 IQ 6 14 70 19 109

SEOROIA 18 13 9 84 4 14 12 103 132

GUAM:- 1 1 2 3 3 2 2 i5 1 10

HAWAII 3 / 7 7 0 0 2 22 2 26

IDAHO 1 =5 _3 L2 1 5 2 8 1 16

ILLINOIS 32 75 26 39 23 54 80 24 110

INDIANA 1 10 4 14 11 3 1 13 -3 20

IOWA_ 3 4 6 12 22 15 :7 15 20 47

KANSAS- -2 21 12 4 32 11 14 23 23 71

KENTUCKY II 15 St _9 _I 7 36 50 1 :94

LOUISIANA 32 37 12 38 44 24 28 75 39 163

MAINE 2 7 I 72 0 72 -2 1 0 12

MARYLAND 10 15 13 12 3 12 12 26 1 53

MASSACHUSETTS 13 66 24 16 0 19 =17 63 i0 119

NICNIOANI 0 131 0 0 12 0 131 0 12 143

MINNESOTA =
0 A A A I/ 0 _O _O 111 81

MISSISSIPPI 2 10 10 27 _1 41 12 21 t 50

MISSOURI 20 39 27 li 55 43 24 41 41 157

NONTANA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nlmonaiwis ISLES 0 -3 0 0 0 0 2 1 10 =3

NEPRASKA 2 13 3 1 51 3 15 22 30 70

NEVADA 0 1 0 0 _2 A 0 -1 -_2 3

REV WIPSNINE li 9 6 :2 16 11 1 Alo 17 -49

REV ARM /3 95 23 30 1 II 31 110 i3 162

REV MEXICO 12 --V V 19 16 7 11 22 25 :65

VE9=Y999 25 114 21 4, 155 24 44 112 191 372

MUM CAROLINA 48 84 23 14 0 32 72 65 0 169

NORTH DAKOIn 3 5 4 6 4 12 3 :5 2 22

OHIO-- -.
7 9 V 7 4 6 3 25 2 36

OKLAMONA -0 0 _O _0 9 0 0 0 9 A
option 24 40 12 10 _9 12 23 51 9 95

PENNSYLVANIA -_3 31 11 13 27 8 14 44 31 97

PUERTO RICO 24 0 0 12 0 A 14 12 0 36

RODE ISLAM) 5 15 7 7 1 11 13 IQ 1 35

SOUTH CAROLINA 7 53 14 12 _0 23 2? 32 2 06

MUTH:DAKOTA 8 8 2 15 27 22 3 14 21 60

TENNESSEE _0 _A A A 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEXAS 27 157 28 38 _O 0 _O A 250 250

UTAH-- 5 20 15 10 41 6 20 25 40 91

VERMONT 1 7 1 2 0 1 3 7 0 11

VIROICISLANDS 0 -0 0 _O 0 _0 A 0 0 0

VIROINIAll: _3 22 _4 12 0 11 10 18 2 41

WASHINGTON 27 25 13 30 11 10 27 61 1 106

NEST VIRSINIA 3 1 1 15 5 5 0 A 11 25

WISCONSIN 6 1 2 18 1 1 1 22 4 20

WYOMING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

..m 0. ftft.. ===. 4.

TOTALS 511 14411 511 672 1051 481 904 1451 1353 4193

301



Table Ii7_
-Ssrylcos Prpy1ded_io Proffasslon01,.
Paraprofessionals and niftily blafters

Consult Train ng__ _ Info/R04r Transprt
_ Raspits_ Othair7TYR PrO Para Pam Pro Para Pam Pro PArA Fam Pro Para Pam Pro Para PAM Pro Para Pam

RI'07 13 21 10 _39 11 _5 16 1 le 0 0 0 6 i 0 0 0 0AL87 16 4 172 166 64 49 55 17 115 0 0 130 0 a 0 0 a 20AR87 0 a 0 250 60 10 80 30 80 0 0 4 a 0 0 0 0 0
A187 0 0 5 17 26 0 200 0 25 3 8 a 0 a 0 a 4CA87 11 2 4 53 12 0 10 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 aC097 60 0 66 0 20 5 0 2 31 0 0 a a 0 a
CT87 58 11 :3 II 0 0 14 0 118 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a0087 15 0 16 10 16 0 21 6 22 0 0 0

LaDE87 47 24 37 134 22 42 12 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 a a 70
F1-07 25 15 20 50 20 60 40 10 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 06A87 52 14 24 16 8 10 11 0 13 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0H187 15 8 28 15 8 29 0 0 10 3 0 0 0 0 15 0 0
1A87 0 0 48 936 82 16 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01097 9 14 8 21 25 7 30 13 9 a a a a a

1 0 a 01L87 11 0 7 3 1 7 0 0 0 15 0 7 0 0 0 30 0 410
INB7 0 0 0 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01,887 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 a 0 a a a 0 0 0FY87 120 30 15 150 25 10 15 0 15 la 0 a 0 a a 0 a
CAB7 9 5 17 2 0 4 72 a 14 0 0 a 2 0 0 0 0MA87 169 48 17 71 16 0 77 0 206 0 0 a a 0 a 0 0MD87 4 1 22 25 9 1 5 4 4 2 2 29 0 0 0 0 0
14E87 9 4 1 20 7 2 7 0 It 0 0 a 0 a a a am187 102 0 35 75 90 80 ZOO 0 _0 6 0 I 0 0 0 12 0 2n097 72 170 52 206 a 31 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 52 0 0
m587 el a 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0MT97 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0NC87 27 3 26 73 32 8 33 4 17 0 0 0 a 0 6
ND37 17 8 41 117 105 10 a 0 12 I& 5 0 0 1 0NEB7 20 40 5 100 105 15 15 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0NHB7 34 16 32 15 8 15 0 0 55 0 0 0 a 1 6 0
NJ87 50 50 250 _50 150 250 50 50 250 0 a 0 0 a a 0 aNm87 14 81 0 140 100 45 9 0 15 113 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0NY87 50 50 150 250 e a 200 ma 0 a a 15 a a a a a a
Ok97 0 ii0 i0 _91 220 100 120 220 140 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 0 0OR87 70 125 10 200 125 10 70 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 p 19 19R187 22 14 35 19 23 43 78 :5 43 4 0 0 0 3 12 0 6

SCB7 0 0 0 0 0 0 _0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0TN87 14 2 34 0 O 0 26 2 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0U107 38 42 44 31 47 39 10 7 39 3 15 0 0 14 a
VA87 17 40 18 56 109 19 26 29 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0VT87 0 0 0 0 a 0 2 0 a 0 0 a a 0 0w487 150 50 15 325 100 35 250 60 100 15 5 30 0 0 40 a

14 44 25 0000 0 0 a 0 la a 3WV87 0 0 a 21_ 25 30__ 3 6 a a 5 0

tTi . 1361 859 1272 3826 1572 990 1860 591 1523 210 27 248 2 0 135 54 19 499

Oslo prayidad by 44 States and DC la0

B-12

302,

Ile 1. 12/5/86



APPENDIX C. MEDIA AND MATERIALS CENTERS
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MEDIA AND MATERIALS CENTERS

Under the authority contained in Section 653 of the EHA, the Department of
Education established two national centers on educational media and materials for
the handicapped to facilitate the use of new educational technology in the
education of handicapped individuals. One of these centers serves as an
information exchange network on technology in special education, and thd other
provides information about special education software, addressing the application
of technology for the special educator and administrator. A provision of Section
653 calls for annual reporting by the Secretary to Congress on activities carried
out under this authority.

Gen-terfeu SoeaalEdveation Technology Information Exchange

This center is operated through contract with the Council for Exceptional
Children, a national professional organization that further subcontracts for the
development and maintenance of an information base and research, development,
and marketing activities for information exchange on technology in special
education.

The need for this center was established several years ago when the
Secretary's Task Force on Learning and Electronic Technology advised that the
potential benefitS of technology in education would not be realized without active
Federal leadership.

The mission of the Center for Special Education Technology is to provide a
national technology information exchange to assist persons involved in the
education of handicapped children and youth. By identifying and providing
information on emerging trends in technology, the Center assists special
educatorS, administrators, and parents as they adopt new technologies to improve
the delivery and quality of education for handicapped students.

The Center maintains a specialized information based to provide information
services to teachers, administrators, and parents interested in using technology
with handicapped individuals. The information_base consists of an automated file
used to assist clients in locating information they need for program planning and
development.

The topics maintained in the information base emphasize technological
advances and applications relevant to the education of handicapped children.
These general categories of technology are used:

audio-based advances (e.g., voice response technology,
audiotex, slow-scan television);

C-3 3 04



computer-based advances (e.g., microcomputers, speech
synthesis devices, robotics); and

video-based advances (e.g., videodisc, videotape interactive
cable television).

The educational applications of these technological advances include the useof technology for instruction, for management of programs ano teacher training,
for communication and networking, as personal aids for handicapiAd individuals,
and for academic and social lentning in the home.

Relevant information may be in the form of a published article in a
professional jOurnal, the final report of_ a research investigation, a description of
an effective practice, or a description of a new device or Product Informationor services are alSo provided by a variety of nitiunal and State groups such asprofessicinal organizations, computer=user groups, and product developers andvendors.

user information requirements were identified in formal discussions of the
Center advisory board and through ongoing interactions with clients. A 10-member advisory board assists the staff in identifying issues that teachers,administrators, and parents face as they incorporate technology in specialeducation. The board includes representatives of the key groups served by theCenter.

Seven broad issues have been identified:

I. Selection and use of microcomputer software and hardware.

2. Selection and use of assistive and communication devices.

3. Long-range planning for the use of technology in special
education.

4. Lack of information on effective special education practice.

5. Training of personnel to use technology in special education.

6. Changing views of computer literary.

7. Computer (technology) equity for handicapped individuals.

Because information about technological advances, products, and resources is
dynamic, maintaining the information base is a continuous process. Center staff
estimates that eventually more than 4,000 items of information will be entered in
the specialized information base.
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The information exchange system provides services to four audiences--
teachers, administrators, researchers, and parents--using written communication,
electronic networks, and telephone-based services.

Written communication takes the form of personal correspondence,
information memos and features or articles for publication. The information memo
format is used to organize and synthesize information on topics identified by the
advisory board or through information requests, and reflects tLe information in
each information base file. One-hundred-ten information memos have been
developed to date.

Electronic networks facilitate the exchange of information among computer
users. Most wide area networks have two common featureselectronic mail for
p6rson-to-person communication and bulletin boards for public exchange of
information. The Center maintains two bulletin boards on SpecialNet, a
nationwide network serving special education administrators and practitioners at
the State and local level. The Center's closed bulletin board, TECH.LINE,
provides information on technological advances and applications. The format for
the TECH.LINE board parallels the Center's information files. Each month a topic
is selected and relevant information on projects, publications, and readings is
featured on the board. Topics addressed in FY 86 include assistive technology for
the sensory impaired, technology for the learning disabled, and technology
research. The format and content of the TECH.LINE has been well received by
SpecialNet users.

TECH.TALK is an interactive board for the exchange of technology related
information among SpecialNet users. Compared with TECH.LINE, the interactive
format of the TECH.TALK board has been less successful. The increasing number
of boards on SpecialNet and the demands on users to monitor boards on a regular
basis were factors in limiting use. The Center has developed a plan to
restructure the TECH.TALK board and encourage wider use. That plan will be
reassessed at the end of year two.

Although telephone services are widely used for person4o=peittin
communication; the use of the telephone for retrieving information it a lett
familiar but promising application. The Center instituted tWo toll-free telephone
services: a hotline and a taped message service. The toll-free hotline; 17800-
345;TECH, was initiated in February of 1985. The hotline operates from 1 p.m. to
6 p.M. oh Weekdays. Callers can contact the Center to request information ot
consult with a staff member; TECH-T APES ir; a telephone;based infOrniatiOn
service for educators and parents interested in using technology with handidaPPad
children. This is the first nationwide system to feature edneational information;
The service _was initiated in December 1985 and has a_ current menu of 17 topics
ahd 106 individual messages (see Figure CO; Each message provides introductory
inforthation on the use of technology_ in the school and in the home. The system
alio introduces callers to special education and technology resources that provide
services to educators and parents. Callers can request follow-up information for
any message; The TECH-TAPES system is available 19 hours a day on the
Center's toll-free number.
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Figttre CI

TECWTAPES
Sponcored by The Center for Special Education Technology

TECH-TAPESis a telephone=baSed taped message set-vice for educators and parents. To uSe the system,call tcill=fite WX.&M5-TECH any time except 1-6 PM. Eastern Time.
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Audio- and computer-based teleconferencing are used for convening meetings,
exchanging information, and_involving small groups in the deveiopment of topical
reports. Audioconferencing has been used primarily for Center planning activities
with the advisory board and the symposium planning group.

Published announcements about the Center Service have appeared in the
following professional and popular publicationt: EXce-Dtional Children, TEACHING
Exceptional Ckildren, Teaching and Computing, Education
Cpmputer News, Closing -theGa-p, $chool Microcomputing Bulletin, Classroom
Compu-terLearning, and The Sloane Report.

The Center has also used the publications and resources of the Council for
Exceptional Children and other resource groups and astociations to promote the
exchange of information and facilitate the referral of inquiries to the most
appropriate information resource.

-

These activities have resulted in over 1,500 direct inquiries about Center
services and requests for sPecific information. Users contact the Center by
correspondence, regular telephone service, toll-free hotline, or electronic mail.
The Center responds in several formats, including information letters, telephone,
and electronic mail.

A major activity of the Center was to plan and conduct an invitational
symposium for researchers investigating the use of technology with handicapped
individuals. This symposium examined the status of technology-based research and
the issues encountered by researchers. It also served to strengthen the exchange
of information among researchers and practitioners and to establish a special data
base in education technology.

SPecial--EdUCati-On-Sfivare Center

The Special Education Software Center, contracted to SRI International,
serves a wide variety of people who are involved in the education of handicapped
students. They include special educators, parents, software developers, the
students themselves, school and State administrators, and representatives of the
computer and publishing industries.

The Center has been in operation f
become known nationally as a reliable s

education software, frequently referenced by
teacher publications, trade publications, prof
and software companies supplying the school ma

The Center has these functions:

r its planned 3 years, and has
of information about special

2tional journals and newsletters,
,a1 associations, and hardware

to provide users--especially educators and parents--with
information about special education software that is currently
available and appropriate to their needs;
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to offer software developers, classroom teachers, and
administrators technical assistance in the development of
software and its implementation in the classroom; and

to host an annual, invitational conference where key decision
makers in the public and private sectors discuss design and
development issues, and explore ways to encourage
production, distribution and uSe of Special education software.

The Center is a major resource of info:vation about the software that exists
for handicapped students. Usert can telephone toll-free an information specialistwho will talk through the problem to arrive at the best software solution. Userswho write for information receive a telephone call if their request needs
clarification. Those who are familiar with computers and have telecommunications
access use the Center's data base for online search. Many inquiries require
multiple responses that increase over time, showing continued and extensive user
interactions (see Figure C2).

The Center has received approximately 10 times as many requests for
information as was anticipated. As of April 1986, 4,600 individually tailoredsoftware descriptors had been mailed to users. This number is expected to morethan double in the coming year.

Although teachers and administrators are the primary users, parents make up
10 percent, and allied health professionals another 8 percent. Generally parentswho use_ the system have purchased computers to assist their children in the
education process at homeeither supplementing what they receive in school orinitiating computer use where none exists elsewhere. As computer costs drop and
home computers become an affordable reality, parent requests oan be expected togrow.

Most inquiries (32%) are for software to assist in educating students with
learning disabilities. Twenty-two percent of the inquiries concerned assistance formentally retarded students; 10 percent were for vision-impaired students; 8
percent for hearing-impaired students, and 9 percent for physically impaired
Student& The Center concentrates on software for learning, rather than for
accessing peripherals, so the low percentage af requests for physicallyhandicapped students is expected. The predominance of requests for learning=disabled and mentally retarded students suggests that teachers and parents ofthese students have less information on software availability than do teachers of
the deaf and/or vision impaired.

Most users (nearly 55%) need information about software that1 teacheslanguage arts; 16 percent need informatioh oti: Math subjects, and 7 percent onSPeech and_ language programs. Recttiests far adMinistrativa software account foronly _6 percent of the inquiries. This ilior be because software for IEP generation
and other administrative software iS generally well advertised and better known tospecial education administratort than instructional software.
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Publishers of software must respond to a rigorous set of questions
concerning its goals _and objectives, efficacy, and any support materials that
accompany it before a descriptor of software is placed in the Center's data bast.
The questions posed define for publishers the needs of the special education user,
t11:'s providing a planning tool that may not have been available in the past for
those entering the special education market.

The Center improves the use (and availability) of special education software
through the interactions of participants in an annual invitational conference.
Participants are specifically selected to represent key areas of influence in the
area of special education and software generation. They include educators,
administrators, researchers, parents, policy makers, software developers and
publishers, and computer company representatives.

The Center's secon4 annuai conference was held in May 1986 and focused on
these major areas:Aearning disabilities, vision and hearing impairment, and
physical impairment. Discussions were held on the technologies that addressed
the particular handicapping conditions, and the state of software development
available to practitioners.

A number of agreements between developers 'and publishers were initiated
during the conference, and many attendees felt they had been able to influence
developers and other industry representatives in their understanding of special
education concerns.

The number of times a user returns to the Center for information and help
is an indicator of effectivenesS. To date, more than 20 percent of requests are
from users who are using the Center's resources for a second or third time.

Other indicatorS of effectiveness are letters from satisfied users and
conference_ particiParits, as well as numerous referrals_ from industry_ (e.g., the
Special Education divisions of Apple Computers, IBM, and the Publisher's
Representative of Tandy Corporation), State DepartmentS of Education (e.g.,
California State Department), State-wide reSource centers (e.g., Florida Diagnostic
and Learning Resource Centers==FDLRS), and school districts (e.g., New York City
Schools).

Evaluation of EHA Discretient

During 1986, evaluation activities relating to several EHA discretionary
programs were carried out under the authority contained in Parts B, Section 618,
and C, Section 627, of the Act. In September 1985, a contract was awarded zo
COSMOS Corporation, Washington, D.C., to undertake a series of studies focusing
on five programs over a 33=month period. Thest programs are the Handicapped
Children's Early Education Program, the Special Education Personnel Development
Program, the Media Services and Captioned Films/Technology Program, and the
Secondary and Transmittal Services Program.
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For each program, a two-phased _process is being carried out, with each
phase lasting approximately 6 months. The first phase consists of an analysis of
the goals of the program, identification of the strategies used by the Office of
Svcial Education Protrams to implement the legislation, a description of the
prc gram logic underlying those strategies, and finally, an evaluation of whether
the adopted strategies are likely to lead to improved special education programs
and services.

The second phase targets one of the strategies identified during the Phase I
goal evaluation, and attempts to gather more specific information that would help
program managers improve the design and administration of programs within the
Office of Special Education Programs.

During the first year of the contract, from_ October 1, 1986, through
September 30, 1987, the toal evaluation_ phase (Phase I) was completed for the
Early Education and Media Services/Technology Programs, and was half completed
for the Special Education Pertonnel Development Program. The results of the
studies that were completed are described below. It should be noted that these
evaluation Studies are not intended to provide a basis for formulating conclusions
about the program's overall effectiveness. Rather, they are intended to provide
information on the degree_ to which program strategies and activities logically
follow the intent of the legislation, thereby assisting SEP managers in identifying
ways to iniProve program design, administration, and monitoring.

II
..1. Pr.:warn (H P. The starting

point for each goal evaluation is the statement of the major goals of the program.
For HCEEP, the goals are to design experimental approaches to meet the special
needs of young children with handicaps; to develop programs that facilitate the
intellectual, social, physical, and language development of the children; to
acquaint the community with the problems and potential of young handicapped
children, to improve coordination of services at the State and local level; and to
encourage parental participation and the development of services.

I I tw_some s.2-'

The methodology used for the goal evaluation employed multiple data sources
and drew heavily_ on the assistance of SEP staff and management_ Sources of
information included the following: detailed reviews of project files; structured
interviews with Congressional staff, SEP managers, grantees, and professionals in
the field; existing literature and program planning documents; and site visits toHCEEP projects. Major components of the program that were examined included
demonstrations, outreach projects, State plan grants, technical assistance, andresearch institutes.

in general, the goals reported by Federal and project staff were found to be
congruent, although there was some discrepancy between the Federal office and
the technical assistance providers for the program regarding the most desirable
technical assistance approach to be taken for State plan grants. Implementation
of the program appeared to be consistent with Federal expectations. Support for
many of the causal assumptions determined to underlie the program logic was
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documented in the projects. Several kinds of data were available to document the
program's success in fostering increased services for young handicapped children.

In addition to the assessment of plausibility, the evaluation report included
several recommendations that were particularly relevant to the Federal
administration of the program:

Difficulties experienced by outreach projects in retaining
staff and making training arrangements might be addressed
by establishing a 2- or 3-year funding cycle as opposed to
the current 1-ycar period.

to Greater coordination is needed at the Federal level between
tne various State planning efforts funded under EHA as well
as other Federal agency planning efforts.

Greater contact is needed between SEP project _officers_and
project directors and staff in the field. Differences in
perception of program goals and appropriate roles can result
from lack of sufficient interaction between HCEEP and
grantees.

Procedures need to be developed in SEP to maintain
information and track performance of projects. There is a
dearth of information on the quality and richness of the
program's activities that is evident primarily at the project
level.

These results were included in the final goal evaluation _report submitted by
COSMOS Corporation on June 27, 1986. The second phase of the study--the
strategy evaluation--focuses on the outrea h strategy and will be completed in
February 1987.

KediaServices/Technoloav Prom.. m. The goal evaluation of the technology
program, authorized as part of the Part F Media Services and Captioned Films
program, was carried out between February and September 1986. The goal of the
program is to increase the use of high-quality instructional media and relevant
materials, and technologies to meet the educational needs of handicapped children
effectively. In addition to a series of structured interviews similar to those used
in the Early Education evaluation, case reviews were done on 14 of the 45
projects funded in the program over a recent 3-year period.

The most important co5clusion 6f the repOrt was that the program logic
model is valid and that a definitt link eitiSta betWeen Program activities and the
intermediate and longrrange_ achievement goals established by Federal managers.
Intermediate goals were achieved in all three of the categories established:
enhanced availability, improved quality, and encouraged ase of technology. As for
the longrrange goals, the case reviews indicated that here _too, a link exists
between achievement and the following kinds of prograM activities:

C-12



Those directly involving educational outcomes, e.g., improved
learning or educational performance;

Those relevant to educational outcomes but only in an
"enabling" way, e.g., to improve accessibility to programs;

Those related only in an indirect way to educational
outcomes, e.g., changes in teaching practice due to increased
availability of technology information; and

Those outside the educational setting entirely, e.g.,
establishing a network among individuals with the same type
of handicapping condition.

The evaluation found that the extent or acival attainment of these goals was notwell documented. Despite the fact that most of the intermediate and long-rangegoals of the various projects were conceptually plausible, f6w projects had
collected eVidence _regarding the actual attainment of goals. A recommendation
was made for the program to make greater use of evaluations designed to collect6vIdence about intermediate and long-range achievement& In addition, arecommendation was made that the program incorporate requirements for betterquality-control procedures in funded projects to assure that products and
information on technology being disseminated by the projects-meet acceptable
standards. This could _be done either by using peer review panels to reviewproducts, undertaking needs assessment activities to increase the likelihood thatproducts are responsive to the needs of the target audience, or requiring specifictesting standards for devices that are developed by funded projects.

The strategy evaluation phase for the technology prograna is scheduled tobegin in mid-1987.
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A DESCRIPTION OF EARLY CHILDHOOD SPECIAL EDUCATION
AND RELATED SERVICES

_ This Appendift is Provided in response to_Section 623 the EHA, as amended
by P.L._ 98499, which requires_inclusion in each annual_ Report to Congress "a
description _of the status of special _education and related services to handicapped
children from birth through five years of age (including those receiving services
through Head Start, Developmental Disabilities Program, Crippled Children's
Services, Mental Health/Mental Retardation Agency, and State child-development
centers and private agencies under contract with local schools)."

Section 623 (b)(4) also requires inclusion in the annual Report to Congress
of activities and awards received by States and State agencies under the early
education provisions of EHA. A State by State presentation of this information is
provided later in this Appendix.

The Handicapped Children's Early Education Program (HCEEP) was
established 16 years ago with a mandate to set up model_ demonstration programs
for the delivery of special education and related services to young handicapped
children from birth through the third grade. In the congressional hearings that
led to the passage of legislation establishing HCEEP, three major needs were
identified for early intervention programs: the need for locally designed ways to
serve infants, young children, and their families; the need for more specific
information on effective programs and techniques; and the need for distribution of
visible replicable models throughout the country.

Major assumptions in establishing HCEEP were (I) that only through early
intervention with tested and successful program models would those concerned
with assisting handicapped children be able to provide the best services, and (2)
that HCEEP should pro-vide models of services rather than be a direcz service
delivery program. HCEEP was intended to_ provide an opportunity_for any public
or private nonprofit organization to develop and demonstrate high-quality services
for a selected group of children and their families. It also was intended to
provide an opportunity to demonstrate the effectiveness of locally designed
approaches and disseminate those ideas across the nation to other agencies that
might choose to use the model rather than develop their own program.

HCEEP began a small program with 24 demonstration projects. It developed
through the years into a major program with six separate, complementary
components. HCEEP now funds 102 demonstration projects, 24 outreach projects,
56 State Plan grant projects, four research institutes, and two technical assistance
centers. The sixth and final component is the Preschool Incentive Grant program.

Public Law 98-199 has effected some changes within HCEEP. This
Amendment to the Education of the Handicapped Act builds upon program
development and model service delivery, and mandates State-level comprehensive
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service delivery systems. The law provides appropriate adjustments within HCEEP,
especially the State grant component. Interagency, interdisciplinary collaborations
and cooperation are emphasized, and a new grant program lends special support to
States planning, developing, or implementing comprehensive service delivery
systems.

The State grants component of HCEEP was _introduced _in 1976. State
implementation grants (SIGs) were designed to help State educational agencies
develop their capacity to plan for the development and expansion of early
intervention services for handicaPped children. SIGs helped States by making
available trained personnel for needs and resource assessment and detailed
planning with State-level coordination of services among agencies. SIGs were
funded _at various levels because of the wide diversity of State legislative
mandates, appropriation levels, percentages of young children served, experience
with preschool and early intervention, interagency coordinations, and resources.

In 1984-85, P.L. 98;199 instituted a new HCEEP State grant program, the
State Plan grant, which is awarded to State_ educational agencies or other
appropriate State agencies to plan, dov_elop, and implement a comprehensive
service delivery system for the provision of special education and related services
to handicapped children birth to age 5 years. The State Plan grant program has
replaced the SIG program with the following three types of grants:

In the planning phase, projects may be funded for a maximum
of two years to conduct a needs assessment and develop
procedures and designs for the development of a State Plan.
At the conclusion of the two-year award, States arc expected
to delineate the service needs within the State for young
handicapped children from birth and their families, describe
the types of services which are_ available to serve Ois
population, and, perhaps more importantly, determine the
types of services which are needed, out are not available.
Interagency agreements will have been negotiated or the
procedures States arc utilizing to complete thee agreements
will be described. The operational/procedural plan which
States have developed will serve as a basis for the second
phase of these grants.

In the dev_elopment phase, projects may be funded for a
maximum of three years to demonstrate their design for a
comprehensive State Plan and obtain approval from the
State's board of education, commissioner of education, or
other designated official of the appropriate State agency.
States also will be expected to summarize established and
maintained standards, including regulations, legislation, and
policy for making services available for the birth-to-age-5
population; describe training activities for special educators
and related personnel, including primary care givers, at the
State and local level; describe criteria established to evaluate
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effectiveness and impact of the proposed plan; and provide
current demographic information on handicapped children
birth to age 8 years.

In the implementation phase, projects may be funded for a
maximum of ihree years. An implementation phase grant is
available to a State that has completed the development
phstse and obtained approval of its plan from an appropriate
State agency. During this phase the pilot demonstrations
begun under the development phase may be expanded to other
portions of the State and territory.

P.L. 98=199 specifies that at least 30 percent of the appropriation for HCEEP
is to be used for the State Plan grant component At least ten percent of this
amount is iö be used for_ technical assistance. This legislation recognizes the key
role of States in providing education far their youngest citizens and provides an
opportunity for States to sustain, for a maximum of eight years, an effort to
build a program of comprehensive services that reaches all handicapped children
birth to age 5 years.

This year, 56 States and territories are, participating in State Plan grant
funding. Fifty-one of these projects are in the planning phase, four are in the
development phase, and one is_ in the implementation phase. Of the 51 projects,
27 States are beginning their first year of State plan grant funding; 24 are in the
second _and final year of planning, Table DI _lists which States are in their first
ycar of planning and those in the second year of planning. The four States in
the development phase and one State in the implementation phase have also been
identified.

A description of each State's activity regarding State plan grants,
demonstration grants, and outreach grants is found at the end of this Appendix.

The nature of the activity through the HCEEP has been to assist in the
planning, development, and implementation of a comprehensive service delivery
system for young handicapped children and their families. Table D2 summarized
early childhood/special education services and standards. The DES, and the ECB
recognize that the development of a comprehensive system goes beyond the
boundaries with which education has traditionally been involved. The need to
develop and operationalize inter/intra-agency coordination is mandatory if entities
are to develop and implement a comprehensive approach to provide service to
children who are handicapped, at risk of developing handicapping conditions, and
their families. Table D3 illustrates State early childhood/special education Flatus
and State participation in networks.

To this end of developing comprehensive service, the ECB has been working
to develop and implement jointly funded projects and interagency initiatives
among Federal agencies to demonstrate to the field that such activity is possible.
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TABLE DI

State Flan ()rant Funding Status

_FY_ _FY_ _FY_ :FY= FY FY FY FY
1984 1965 1986 1987 1986 1989 1006 1991

Alabama P1 P2
Alaska P1 P2
Arizona P1
Arkansas-- P1 P2
California P1
Colorado PI
Connecticut P1
Delaware P1
District of Columbia P1 P2
Florida P1
Georgia , P1
Hawaii PI
Idaho Pi P2
Minos P1 P2
Indiana Pi P2
Iowa __ P1
Kansas- Davi Dev2
Kentucky P1 P2
Louisiana P1
Maine LP1_
Maryland --, Devi
Massachusette P1 P2
Michigan i_ P1
Minnssota P1 P2
Mississippi P1 P2
MISSOUti P1 P2
Montana- -_,. P1
Nebraska 121 P1
Nevada P1 P2
Now Hampshire P1
New Asrsey P1
New Mexico P1
Nei York--- P1
North Carolina P1
North Dakata Devi
Ohid P1 P2
Oklahoma Devi DeV2
Oregon: P1 P2
Pennsylvania P1 P2
Rhode island P1 P2
South Carolina P1 P2
South Dakota P1
Tennessee -_* :1
Texas P1 P2
Utah P1 P2
Vermont P1 P2
Virginia P1 P2
Washington- P1
WestiVirginia P1
Wisconsin P1
Wyoming P1
Guam' P1_
Puerto Rico a.
Virgin-Islands Pi
American Samoa: P1 P2
Trust TerritarleS Pi
Northern Marianas P1 P2
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Table D3

STATE EC/SE STAviS AND STATE DARTICIPATION 14 NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION"
Alabama

(6, 4, 1)

.40 411.MID 0 ...4.,

6-21
5

'Alaska_ 1 Arizona

(6, a, ') 1 1e. 4, q)

..... .J, ..... yr a 0 WM A 0

I

3-19 1 >-:1

8-2
1 -

1

Arkansas

(s)ra7111.4111
5T21
no : _

DO 0=5

:allfornia:
(a, 0, es, f)

*a :Pea a 0.7

3-21
0-3 (parrial

manoate)

MilliWINIIF.1111YINOWIMAIWBOINMEI

Legislation:
Mandated
PerMISSIVe

Statewide Plan no

I--

ves nO no no

Statewide Planning
Advisory GrouD

no no ells no yes

Statewide Needs
Assezsment

yes yet
(partial)

res no yes

Eavly Childhood TA/
ii.;sarilte Training

yes_
materials:
no

yes _

materials:
no

yes -_ :

materials:
na

no yes
materials:

yes

Erly Childhood:: i:

Teacher Certification
yes no no no no

ln+oragency Agreements no develop,ng no no 6

Early Childhood Guidelines no no yes MO yes

EarlyChildhood RuleS/
Regulations

no yes no no as_apply te-all
hand). children

Stoteelde Tratking
System

developing no no no no

Distribution of Resource
Naferlals

710 yes no no yes

Efticacy Data 090 yes (limited) no yes

°Letter notations about state partclpatIon In networks:

e States formerly having U.S. Department-of Education Handicapped Childran's Early Education Program
(HCEEP) State implementation Grant (SIG) projecTS

h States with U.S. Department-pi Health and_HOman Services and Maternal and Child Health (MCH)
0-3 PrOjeCtS and National Center for Clintcal infant Programs (NCC1P)

4 States formerly a part Of MCH/BEH's "Six Stat. C011aboratIve Projects"

States with MCH and Georgetown University "Network" projects

e StateS eith U.S. Department of Education HCEEP State Plan Grants

f States formerly having American Atedeay of Pediatrics (AAP) and National Association of State Directors

of Special Education (NASDSE) interagency projects

States with_U.S. Department of Health and Muman Services demonstration projects concerning Integrated

service delivery systems

h States with U.S. Department of Education Plan Grai.,ts concerning severely handicapped

States with National Institute of Mental

orograms (CASSP)

otations oatmeal 14

Health (NIMH) grants hor Child and Adolescent Service SyStem

D-9
S.

Start TechnIcal_Asslatanco Resource Team; Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center
UNC 0 Chapol Hill; NC



Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE sTAToS AND STATE DARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION
COlOrado

la. d. 4. f1
Connecticut
(a. ci di e)

Delswarei
(a. d; 11

I D. C.
it, d. e)

Florida
(a, O. di i !4momm......................s

Legislation:
Mendated
Permissive

...mi.

5-21
B-5

.........................rarros....
3-21
B=3

a

8-2*D.0.08_,
Autistic

5.0H,SMH.TMH
4-5wOther
no. permis.

94 icif Ed Rules

3-21 yeaet

.1.ro

K-grade 12
tilk

Statewide Plan no yes no

_---

Statewide Planning
Advisory Group

yes yes yes no MO

Stateelde Needs
Assessment

no yes yes no no

Early Childhodd TA/
in-seriiCe Training

yes
materiels:

no

yesl 1

materiall:
yes

yes

materials:
no

yes yes
materials:

yes

Early Childheed
Teether Certification

yes developing yes yes no

Interigteley Agreements 5 2 I yes

Early Childhood Guldelinat yes yOS no no no

Early_Childhood Rules/
Regulations

110 yes yes no no

Statewide Tracking
System

no tib yes no s

DiStelbUtion Of Resource
materials

no yes elb yes yes

Efficadt Deft yes no nO no no

s
States formerly having U.S;_Dapartmentiof Education Hendicapped Chlidren's Early Education Program
(MCEEP) State implementatlon Grant (S1G) project%

_
States with U.S. Clelieeteent 6f Health end Human:Services and maternal end Child Health (ICH)
0-3 PrOjettt end National Center for Clinical Infant Program% (NCCIP)

States formerly a part of MCH/BEHIS "Sl* State Collaborative Projects"
0

States with MCH and Gedegeteiwn University "Network"_projects
6

StateS with U.S. Department of Education HCEEP_State Plan Grants
t States formerl_y having hmerican_Academy of Pedlatelti (AAP) and National Association of State DirectorsOf Special Education (NASOSE) Interagency projects

3 States_wIth U.S. Department Of Health and Human Services demonstration projects Cent-lit-fling !IntegratedService delivery systemS

h States with U.S. Department of Education Plan Geants concerning soiierely handicapped
States with National Institute of Mental Health (NIMM) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System
'zrograms (CASSP)

323



Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETeORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION
_ Georgia
:a; ; n; i)

6-18
a-s

Hawaii -_

(a; o; c; 1, C. 't; 1)

Idano
(a; ; 1)

Illinois

a; 4. Ni i)

Indiana
cai a; I

11M.M.-1111001.81MIMP.01111
Loolstation:
Mandated
Permissive

INIMMADVD. -

5,20_
under 3
(Ooot; of 404,1th)

a IHI1B4.10,

6-21
minder-
gartan :

optional

a

3-21
B-3

O.. i M ...WM . , . . 0.01 AY

6-18
3-5

Statewide Plan no vos yes no MD

statewide Planning
Advisory Group

no yes ne yes yes

Statewid Needs
Assessment

no

.

yes yes no yes

Early Chlidhood TA/
In-service Trining

yes
materials:

no

yes
materials:

yos

yes i :

materials:
no

upol_
request

yes
materials:

no

Early MildhOod
**ocher Certification

yes yes: under
revision

no yes no

Interagency iveteents

.___---

2 6 4 no no

Early Childhood Guidelines no : :_-_-:_.

In process
yes MO no MO

Early Childhood Rules/
Regulations

mo
In process

yes no yes
Iii-Stete

StAteeldO Trecking
System

no yes yes no no

Dittribution of Resource
Materials

no yos yes no yes

Efficacy De a no developing no no no

111 Slates formerly having D.S. Departient-of Education Ifandlcapped Children's Early
CHCEEP) State ImplementatIon_arant (SIG) peojects

b StatesivithipiSi. Dapartmentiol:tiNalth and Human Services and Meternel and Child
0..3 Projects end Notional Center for Clinical Infant Programs (NCCIP)

4 Statos formerly a part of MCH/EIEHIs "Six State CCIlaborativo Projects"

6 States with M:H end Georgetown University oketverk" projects

Sten% WIth_WS; Departmont_of Education HCEEP_Stato_Plan Drente

States teiemraeli, he4ing:Anerlden ACademy ofiPodiatrIcs (AAP) and National

of Special Education (NASDSE; interagency projects

States wl_th_ILL Department of Health and Human Services
service delivery systems

Education Program

1.68 I th PCH)

Association of State Directors

demonstration projects Concerning integrated

h States with U.S. Department of Education Plan Grants concerning seiferelv handicapped

'
States with Notionel Institute of Mental HOMIth (NIMH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System

Programs ICAS6P/
B-11 3-24



Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION 14 NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENS1)N

i Iowa
(a, b, c,
d, ep ft

Kansas
fa, o, ei
h; I)

Kentucky
1e; i)

Louis(ana
6, :, 4, e, I

_Nelms_
(a b; a.

9; I)
----------......---......-.-........,..........

Leoislation:
Mandated
°emissive

9-21
-

5-21
9-4

........------....---...........--

6-18
5

3-5
8-2

.................--

5-20
3-5

Statewide Plan yOS yOS no

,

no yes

Statewide Planning
Advisory Group

yes yes no no yes

Statewid Needs
Assessment

yes yes m0 no

,

yes

Farly CttildhooliTA/
1n-service Training

;

yes
Materials:

yes

yore__

materials:
yes

yes
materials:

yes

yes
materials:

yes
materialist
In process

Early Childhood _I

Teacher Certification
yes yes no yOS no

IntSragency Agreements
1 17 3 no_(only_

informal)

Early Childhood Guidelines yes yes

,

no no in process

Early Childhood Ruilifil
Regulations

yes

_._

yes no yes yes

Stotewlde Tracking
System

yes developing no no deWsloping

Distribution of Resource
materials

yes yes yes yes yes

Efficacy Data no developing In process no completed

States formerly having U.SL.
DePartment_of EdUtetion Handicapped Children's Early Education Program(KEEP) State implementation Grant (SIG) pe6.16t1s

b States with U.S. Department Of Health and Human Servicve_and_Naternal and Child Health (NCH)073 Projects end National Center for Clinical Infant Programs (MCCIP)

c Stetet formerly a par+ of MCH/EIEWS "Slit Stet4 Collaborative Projects"
CI States with MCH and Georgetown University "Network" projects
e States with U.S. Depa rtMent of Educetion HCEEP State Plan Grants
4

States formerly_havIng American_Academy Of Pediatrics (AAP) and National Association of State DireCtorsOf Special Education (NASDSE) Interagenty projects
a
States wtth U.S. Department of Health and Human Services demonstration projects concerning Integratedservice delivery syst*MS

h
States with U.S. Department of Education Plan 6rants concerning severely hendicapped
States with National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service SystemPrograms (CASSP)

13=12



Mble D3 (contihtied)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION

....................---------.....

Mar-land
(a, b, d, e)

stun ............. N...

3-20
-

Massa:^usw.rs
(a. %. 4)

ex..................

5-21
0-3

michiaan
(0/

Minnesota
Ta, d, e, n)

NississIPO
(e, I)

Legislation:
Mandated
Permissive

...............ono 5 5=.............
3-25
-

sat au aral..

4-5
9-3

6-21
0-5

Statewide Plan yes yes yes no no

statewide Planning
Advisory Group

yes yes yes yes yes

Statewide Needs
Assessment

yes yes yes no yos

Early Childhood TA/
In-service Training

yes
materials:

yes

yes
meterlels:

yes

yes
materials:

no

yes yos
materials:

no

Eariy Childhood
Teacher Certification

ys yes yes yes nb

interagency Kgreements 3 1 1 yes yes

Early Childhood Guidelines no no no no no

Eerly ChAdbood Rules/
Regulations

no yes yes yes yes

Statewide Tracking
System

yes no no no no

Distribution of Resources
materials

yes yes yes mo no

Efficacy Data AO deVeloolng no no no

a States formerlyihaving_M. DePartment of Education Handicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP) State implementation Geant (SIG) projects

6 States with U.S. Departieent of Health:and-HUman ServiCes and:Maternal and Glild Health (NCH)
0-3 Projects and National Center tor Clinical intaht Programs (NCC1P)

States Wmerly a part of MCH/BEH1s "Six State Collaborative Projects"

States with MCH and Geeorgetown University "fOtwork" projects

States with U.S. Department of Education HCEEP State Plan (eanta

States formerivhaving AmerIcan ftedemy-of Pediatrics (AAP) and National Association of Stat. DieeCtOrS

of Special Education (NASDSE) interagency projects

States with U.S. Department of Health and Human StarvICes demonstration projects concerning integrated

service delivery systems

States with U.S. Department of Education Plan Grants concerning severely handicapped

States with National Institute of Mental Health (NINH) grants for Child and AddieSeent Service SystMm;

Programs (CASSP)

D-11 3



Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATA AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN kfTWGRKS

EC!SE DIMENSION
Missouri

(a, di 41, 0
Montana I Nabraska

(a, w, h) (a, , 1)
Nevada
(a, 4)

New_Hmmoshlre
(e, a)

Legislation:
Mandated
°emissiv

5

3-4

1

6-18 ' 4-21
9-5 i -

1

5-21
9-5 .3 HI

3 for MR

3-21
.

Statewide Plan no yes yes yes no

Statewide Planning
Advisory Group

yes yes no yes yes

Statewide Needs
Assessment

ys -on

(developing)
yeS yes yeS

Early Childhood TA/
In-service Training

yes yes yes
Materiels:

yes

yes
materials:

yes

yms
materials:

nO

Early Childhodd
Teacher Certification

yes no Yes yes no
developing

interagency homeMents no 4 2 1 1

Early Childhood Guidelines yes no no yes devlOpIng

Early ChlidhOOd ROW
Regulations

yes no yes at apOly to
all handl,

as aPOly_to
ell_hendi.
St21

St/11'441de Trecking
System

no no yea no yes

Distribution of Resourre
Materials

nd yes yes yes develOping

Efficacy Dee no no no no no

a
States formerlyt_having_U.S. Department of
(KEEP) State ImplementatiOA arant (SIG)

b Stating With U.S. Deportment of_lasaith_-_and
03 Projects end Notional Center for Clin

States formerly a part of MCWOEH's "Six

d States elth MCH end Georgetown University

Statet With U.S. Department of Education

f States hormerly having American:Academy o
of Special Education (NASIOSE) interagency

1 States with-U.S. Department of
service delivery systems

Pt

States with U.S. Department of

I StateS With National Institute

Programs (CASSP)

Education Handicappd Children's Early EduCatiOn Program
projects

_HWman ServiCeS end Meternal and Child Health (MCH)
ical infant PrOgrams (NCC1P)

Stete Collaborative Projects"

"Network^ projeCtS

HCEEP_State Plan Grants

f Pediatrics (AAP) and National Association
projects

Services demonstration peepitts concerning integratedHealth and Hkomen

of State DireCtOrS

Education Plan Grants concerning severely handicapped

of Mental Health (NINH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System

D-14
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Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATIA AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION

01/1111MOIMM11.11. WO 00 0 eNINI14.11 0 0 ...Om

New Jersey
(a. b. M. . ti I)

411w Mexico
(d. e)

Vow York
(e, b, il,

worth Carolina
(a, b, v)

M ffm103.6.0411.1.0

5.41
8-4

tbrth Denote
lv, v1

0.04111140..11.

3-5 (DD/ONS)
9-2

Legit-lotion:
Mandated
Pyrmissive

use.. MORO 0 IM 11.111.111M

13-5
.

11600.0 41141.M am.=

5;21 (phase;
In 3-4 DD

by 1988)
1-4

a eAralh eaiLaus1.0 IMINDOM.*

5;-.2)

8-5

Statewide Plan yes yes yes no yes

Statowlie Planning
Advisory Group

no yes yes yeS

Statewide Needs no
(in process)

yes for 3.4
only

yes

Assessment

Early Childhood TA/
In-service Training

yes
ratrials:

yes

no yes
Arterials:

yes

yes
arterials:

yes

yes
+materials:

no

Early:Childhood
Teacher Certification

no
proposed

no no no yes

Interagency Agropmants 3 2 Ai 1

Early ChlidhOod Guidelines yes no
under another

agency

yes yes yes

Early Childhood Rules/
Regulations

yes no
under another

agency

no as-411,04-11,
ell handi
children

yes

Statewide Tricking
System

no no no PO 00

Distribution of Resource
materials

no no yes yes flO

Efficacy Data no no no yes
e

no

a Statosiformbriy heving_ILS, DepartuentLof Education Handicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP) Stet. implementation Grant (SIG) prOjects

b States with U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and krternal end Child Wealth (100
0;3 Projects end Notional Center for Clinical Infant Programs (NCCIPi

States formerly part of mcmfutes 0sl* State Collaborative Projects"

d States with MCH end Georgetown University kletwork projectS

a States with U.S. Department of Education MEP State Plan Grants

f States formerly having American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) and Notional Association of State Directors
of Special Education (HAWSE) interagency projects

o States with U.S. Department of Health and Human Services demonstration projeCts concerning integrated
sof-vice delivery systems

States with U.S. CaPartment oi Education Plan Grants concerning severely handicapped

States ulth National institute of Mental Health (NIMH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System
Provems (CASSP)

D-15
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Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

E(/SE DIMENSION

............................................

Ohio
(a. bi di 4. l)

5-21
5-4

Mahal's=
is, ; g, II

..........................

0.3.00.FellIng
to_Thrii0044-21
IFS

0re9011
(b. ci di e)

921
(sever.
chronic:00
for 0-5)

Pennsylvania
(a. , l)

Abode Island

LeAlslation:
Mandated
Pormis4144

...........

35

0-5

..............

3-5

.

Stateelde Plin yes

Statewide Planning
Advisory Group

yes
yes

Statewide-Nodes
Assessment

V95 110

(in process) 40
(In rate' ) 6c1

no
(In process)

Earl* Childhood-TA/
In-servica Training

yes i

Meterials:
yes

yes
materials:
no

no yes

materiels:
no

Eitel* Childhood
Teacher Certification

no no no no

3 I 4
Intwragoncy *gremments

early Chii4h004 Guld.ilm4 no no s

Early Childhood Rules/
Regulations

asiapply_to
allinindi.
Children-

yes yes ilmited-yes yes

Statewide Tracking
System

yes no no yes yes

Distribution Of Retourco
Putoeli4

yes no no Yes no

Efficacy Dote In process no no no nO

States hommerly_hevingiU.S. Dillarteent-of Education Hendicapped Chlidren's Early Education Program(WEEP) Stets Implementation (kart ($10)_projects
b
State" 41th U.S. C'pertmont of Mealtkiand_Human ServiCeS and Maternal and Child Health (NCH)0-3 PrOjette end Nitlonal Center tor Clinical infant program' (CIP)

C.Statos formerly a part of MCHIBEHIti *Six Stets COlielorative Projects*

d Stst.s with W:14 tuld GideileTmen University *Network* projects
States 4Ith U.S. Department of Education HCEEP State Plan Wants
States formeri_y havinuAmerlcan Acadatty of Pediatrics (AAP) end Nstional Associailon of State DIredtorsof Speciel Education (NASOSE) interigoney projects

9 States with:U.S. Wpartment of Haaith and Human Service' d00001StretIon
projects concerning IntegratedSerVICS delivery systems

h States with U.S. Department of Education Plan Grants concerning seVerely handicapped_

Stotos alth Notional institute of Mental Health (MINH) grants for Child and AftleScent Service State!Programs (CASSP)

D-16
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Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION

..........................................................---.........

South:Carolina
Id, 4; f, q)

South Dakota
:a, 41

IN MEWa ...MEM

3-5

Tennessee
[a, ta I)

aM. a AM 0 Os.

4-21

-

Texas
(b, o; 4)

Wen
(h, C. o, 1)

Legislation:
Mandated
Permissive

4.0ii 3 HI

-1 5-19
9-4

Of/M/0Ws-w a,. ea a.m

8-2=Vl,HI;08
3-21

8-2

mo.....w.......................

5-21

3-5

Statewide Plan yes no no yes no

statewise Planning
Advisory Group

yes YIDS yeS yes yes

Statewide Needs
ASSOSSMeet

yes ea yes no flo

(le process]

Early-Childhood TA/
Inservice Training

yes- yes-
materials: meterials:

no yes

no yes
materials:

yes

yes
materials:

yes

Early Childhood no no

c
no yes no

Teecher Certification

4 4 no no yOSInteragency Agreements

Early Childh004 GOidelineS yes no yes no

Early Childhood Rulers/
Regulations

yes yes no yOS no

Statewide Tracking
System

no no no yes developing

Distribution of RetOUrce
Materials

yes no yes hif, Sleke

Efficacy Data no nO no yes no

States:formerly having-U.S. Departelent-of Education Hendicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP) State implementation Grant (5113) projects

h States with U.S. DOPertment of Health and Human Services and Mbternal and Child Health (MCH)
0-3 Projects end Notional Center for Clinical Infant Programs (NCCIP)

C States formerly a part of MCH/BEHIS "Sl* State C011eboratiVe ProjectS"

d States with MCH and_Goorgetown University "Network^ projects

States with U.S. Depertment_of Education HCEEP State Plan Grants

$ States fOrmerly having_AmerIcan Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) end Notional Association of State Directors
Of SOOCIal EdUCation (NAME) interagency projoctS

d States with U.S. Deportment of Health and Human Services demonstration projects concerning integrated
Service delivery systems

h States with U.s. DepartMent of Education Plan Grants concerning severely handicapped

; States with Netionel inatitOte Of Mental Health (NIMH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System

Programs (CASSP)
D=17
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Table D3 (continued)

STATE EE/SE STATUS AN) STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION
Vermont_

ta; , II
Virginia
(a, 4)

.......................------.--..--b-

Weihlhgton
(a, b, )

3-5
9-3

Wst Virginia
(ai e)

5-23 (phase
In 1,4 sev
handl. by

_1987)
3-4(permissiv
for-mild/moderate)

Wisconsin
Is; 0; 1)

.

Legislation:
mendated
3ermissive

6-22
0-5

2-5
3-2

3-5
8-.2

statewide Plan no yes yes no yes

St4tevide Planning
Advisory Group

mo ha yes yes yes

Statewide Needs
Assessment

no _no
(In process)

'OS no yes

Early ChildhOdd TA/
in-servite Training

no yes__ _ _.
materials:

yes

yes_
materials:1

yes

yes yes
materials: Materials:

yes yes

Early Childhood
Teacher Certification

y yes no 104 yes
Undergraduate

interagency Agreements 3 2 2 2 1 2
(courity_le*tat

Early Childhood Guidelines yes yes yes no no

Early ChildhoOd Rutin/
Regulations

yes yes yes
reiltIng

yes

Statewide Tracking
System

no no no no no

_

Distribution of Resource
Materials

nO no yes no yes

Efficbcy Deta no no yes no developing

Stateb_fOreerly Plaiting U.S. Department of Education Handicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP) State IMplementatinn_Grant (SIG) projects

* States with U.S. DaDartmentiotihealth_and_Hbeen Services and Neternal end Child Health (NCH)
073 Projects and National Center tor Clinital infant Programs (NCCIP)

c_ States former)* e part Of NOVIAM's "Ste State Collaborative Projects"

States wIth NCH and Georgetown University "Network" projects

Stits with U.S. Department of. Education HCEEP State Plam Grants
_ .

6 States formerly having Aierican Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) and Motional Association ofitate DirectorS
of Special EdUtition (NASDSE) interagency projects

/ States with U.S. Department of Health and Human ServiCes demonStratiOn projects concerning integrated
service delivery systems

States With U.S. Department of Education Plan Grants concerning severely handl-C.004d

States with National institute of Mental Health (NIMH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System
Programs (CASSP)

D-18



Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN NETWORKS

EC/SE DIMENSION
wvomlng Breau
(a; e)

u ot_:
indlan Arlairs

1

m.

8-54.4S3 __ 5-21
school ago-21 S-4

Guam
(e)

8-21

Puerto Rico
(a)

.

5

3-4

Legislation:
Mandated :
Permissive

statewide Plan no 12 no no

Statewide Planning
Advisory GeouP

ves yes mo yes

Statewide Neds
AsteSsment

ys yes no ma

Early Childhood TA/
In-service Training

no yes
materials:

no

no

Earty:Chtidhood
Teacher Certificktion

no no developing no

1 yes 4 5interagency Agreements

Early Childhood GUidalinos no no devaloping no

Early Childhood Rules/
Regulations

no developing developing yes

Statewide Tracking
System

GO no rS5 yes

Distribution of Resource
Materials

no yes yOS yes

Efficacy Data no no yes no

a States formerly having U.S. Department-of Education Handicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP) State leplementation Grant (SIG) projeCts

b States:with:1;4S. OePartment of Health and Homan Services and Maternal and Child Health (wCN)
0-5 Projects and Notional Center kW Clinical infant Programs (NCCIP)

C States formerly a part of WICH/BEHIs "Six State Obilabdrativo Projects"

d States with MICH and Georgetown University "Matwork"_projects

States toith U.S. Oepartment_of Education HCEEP State Plan Grants

Stats formrly having American Academy of Pediatrics flIAP) and National Association of State Directors
of Special Education (NASICISE) Interagency projects

1 Ststes wtthUS 00P)rtment of Health and Human Services demonstration projects concerning integrated
service delivery systems

h Stats with U.S. Departient Of Edutetitin PIO Grants concerning severely handicapped

1 States with NatIona: institute of Mental Health (NIMH) grants for Child and Adolescent Service System
Programs (CAS5P)
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Table D3 (continued)

STATE EC/SE STATUS AND STATE PARTICIPATION 14 NETWCRKS

EC/SE DIMENSION

trust Territories
of tn., pacific

(e)

Virgin 1Ltandt
(a; 4)

AMerIcan :alma,
(a. 4)

_4ortnurn
lftriana Islands

(s)
..........--.........---.......-.-

Leoislation:
mandated
Permissiv

-............---....,.....-.....

Under 21
-

5

3-5

---------..........

9-21

.e...m ma
3-21
8-3

Statewide Plan yes no no no

Statewide Planning
Advisory Group

ys yes no no

Statewide Needs
Assessment

MO no
(in procS0

no
(In process)

no
(in prccess)

Early ChildlitiOd TA/
1h-service Training

Yes yes y s DO

Early Childhood
Teacher CertificAtIon

no no no DO

Interagency Agreement* 7=9 yes 1 5

Early Childhood Guidelines no no no RO

Early ChildbiWid Mules/
Reguletions

so iw no no

Statewide Tracklug
Syifee

no yes no no

DiltributIon of Resource
MaterialS

no no no no

Efficacy Data limited no

a StateS_fOrmorly CWINirtment of Education Handicapped Childron's Early EdOdatIOn Program(HCEEP) Stets implementation Grant (SIG) projects

b States with U.S.
Depertmontiof Haalth_and_HWAlen Services and Maternal and Child Health (MCH)

0-5 Projects and Notional Center foe CliniCel infant Programs (NCC1P)

States formerly a pset of HCH(SEHls "Six Stet. Collaborative Projects"
/ States with NCH and Georgetown University "Network^ projects

" States with U.S. ()apartment of Education HCEEP State Plan Grants

Stees_formerty_haying_American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) and Notional AssoClatiOn Of State Directorsof Special Education (PASOSE) Interagency projects

9 States with U.S. Department of Health ond 1.14Meti ervices demonstration projects concerning integratedservice delivery Systems

h States with U.S. Wartilent of Education Plan Grants concerning severely handicapped
/ States with Notional Institute of Mental Health (N11414) grohtt for Child end Adolescent Service System0r-6-gni** (CASSP)
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Table- D3 (continued)
TYNOPSIS OF STATES OF TYPE OF FEDERAL PROGRAM NETWORKS

States formerly hewing U.S. Department of
(SIG) projects (44):

EdutatiOn HCEEP State Implementation Grant

Alabama Fioride oulslana 4aveaa ?annsul4an!3 WymIno
Alaska . Georgia Main* New 4amo5nira Rheide ISlend Puerto Rico
Arizona Hawaii Meryl:in& __ Saw Jerstiso s64tri Dak6+4 virgin Islenas
California Idaho 1 MassaChustittS lei York Tennessee Amerlcen Samoa
Oolorado Illinois Minnesota North Oarollne Virginia
COnnocticut Injiana Missouri NiortN Dakota Wasnington _

Delawarvi Iowa Montana Oh10. west Virginia
D.C. Kansas Nebraska Oklahoma Wisconsin

States wIth-U.S. Deportment vi_tilsalth and Mums; Services (HMS) and Maternal
(MCM) 0-3 Projects with NCCIP

Florlda Iowa
Hawaii Kansas

Mains
Maryland

Massachusetts
New Jersey

NW, York
North Oerollne

and Child Health

Oregon
Texas washington
Utah

States formerly pert of MCNVEIEFIlt 0S1* Stata CalIaborative and Interagency Projects' (6):

Connecticut Iowa Oregon Hawaii Louisiana

States with MCM aad umorgetowa WAIWorilt

California District
Colorado of Columbia
Connacticut Florida
Delaware Hawaii

States with

Iowa-
Louisiana
Maine _

Maryland

U.Si Department of Education

"Natwork" for

Minnesota
Missouri
NOV 4ersey
IOW kfticied

Utah

Interagency collaboraticm projects (21):

NOW York
Ohio
Dragon_
Stiuth Carolina

MCEEP Stile Plan

TaXas
Utah

Grants at of Ottobir 1, 1985 (56):

Alabama GSM-gib Maryland New Jersey South Carolina WyomingAlaska Massachusetts New %Waco South-Dakota Guam: _

Arizona Idaho Michigan New York Tennessoe Trust Territor144
Arkansas Illinois Minnesota worth Carolina Texas Of th. PoC1f1c
California Indiana Mississippi North Clak6ta Utah Virgin Islands
COlOredo: loom Missouri Ohio Vermont AmprIcan Samoa
Connecticut Kansas- Mcintina Oklahoma Virginia Northern : _I_ _

Oel aware Kentucky Nebraska Cregon Washington _ Mariana islands
O.C. Louisiana Nevada Pennsylvania %%St Virginia
Florida Mein haw Nwspshlre Rhode Island WISCOntln

States formerly hawing American Academy of Pediatrics and NASOSE Intaragency projoets Mit

California lova New Jersey COldradd Missouri South Carolina

stares vith HHS demonstration projects concerning Integrated service dolivery systems for h01601 iMervidet (5):

Arizona Florida Maine Oklahoma South Carolina

States formerly hawing or with Stet* Plan Grants concerning severely handicapped (13):

Alaska
Arizona

Colorado_ Georgia _Illinois Mlosidatita
Connecticut Howell Kansas MOntana

Texas Vermont Montana
Ohm

Stats hitting Ctlid and Addlescent Service System Programs (22):

Alabama
Alaska_
Odolaware
Georgia

Howall
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Kansas__
Kentucky
Louisiana
Whit

Mississippi
Nebraska
NSW Jettay
New York

Ohio.
Oklahoma
Pahntyl4Shia
Tennessee

Vermont-
WIstOntln

All states and territories participate In PreSChOol Incontiva Graaf Program (Section 619) except the following:

Trust TerrltOrlet of the Pacific Northern Mariana Islands
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Table D3 (continued)
NOTATIONS

Jw_AbbrovlatIons Used In_the_Matix_

a bieth
dea
deef -Di Ind
developmental isabliities
orthoped ical I y impa !red

DHS departeent of health sem/ ices
H heal th
HI I hear ing impaired
K-- kindergarten
MR melte! I y retarded
SMH severe! y mental- I y handicapped
Si social services:
TRH trainthie mental iv handicapped
V I a vision impair/0

0_

DO
OH a

44._Ce_w_ript_tonaabout-EV-SE--01imenal-one

A. Legislation state laws passed to address the early childhood/special education
needs of young handicapped children

I. 04ln-dated -- state must serve children of the ages (In mars) and handicapping
cond I tions spec I fied

2. ikormissive states may (if they choose to do $o) serve children younger than the
required WW001 ap)

B. Statewide Plan state has a plan for the pro, 1 51 on of early childhood special education
services

C. Statewide Planning/Mvisory Group -- state has a group or task force compsesd of
proftssionals, parents, and others to deal with concerns and plans for EC/ST services

Statewide Needs Assessment -- state has conducted and complied information about EUSE
serv ices prov ided or /Tye!! able

E. Early Childhood TR/In-service Training -- state prov Ides technkal assistance and training
to pro%ssionals and others

F. Early Childivsod Uwher OertifIcation -- state certificate (permanent or way isional
ndorsement or credential) nsures that a teacher Is qual ified to mork with ysung
handicapped chi I dren

G. Interagency /fgreements state has developed formai and informal agreements with other
agencies (e.g.i health, social services, HeedStart) that relate to services to young
hand !capped chi I dren

H. Early Chilehood Guidelines - state has written guidelines which suggest or recommend
wound EC/SE practices

Jo Early Childhood Rules/Regulations -- state has ur itten standards that specify or require
minimum ground rules for EC/SE that must be followed

J. Statewide Tracking SyStei -- State has a system for tracking or following indiviudal
children through EC/SE services

K. Distribution of Resource ftterlais state has both printed and audiovisual EC/SE
materials evilable to share with others

L. Efficacy Data state has sponeored a study about the effectivenss of EC/SE services
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Dur;.ng the course of the year, ECB staff have developed programmatic
relationships between and among various programs to facilitate change at the
State and local level.

The following represents information gathered from several Federal agencles
who have similar mandates to serve handicapped children. Each will be presentld
independently.

Maternal and Child Health/Crippled Cliddien

In 1934, there were many children in this country who had been physically
crippled by such health problems as paralytic poliomyelitis, cerebral palsy, and
congenital skeletal anomalies. Few of those children, however, had access to the
rehabilitation services they needed because the private medical care system was
not prepared to provide the services and there was no public medical care system
to provide the services. The lack of access of the nation's crippled children to
the then exist:ng diagnostic, treatment, and rehabilitation services was of great
concern to those who were responsible for conducting public health services for
children as well as te the general public. From this concern a new and
revolutionary concept evolved -- the concept that each State should have a public
health program specifically for crippled children.

This concept led to the enactment of Title V of the Social Security Act
which stated that financial assistance was being provided the States:

_"For the purpose of enabling each State to extend and improve (especially in
rural areas and in areas suffering from severe economic distress), as far as
practicable under the conditions in such State..services for location, and for
medical, surgical, corrective, and other services and care for and facilities
for diagnosis, hospitalization, aftercare for, children who are crippled or who
art suffering from conditions which lead to crippling..? Title V - MCH and
CC Services: Sec. 501.

In many States, the moving force behind the implernentation of the Title V
legislation was a well known orthopedic surgeon or an established children's
orthopedic hospital. Consequently, many State crippled children's programs were
developed to provide orthopedic services. As recently as a few years ago, a few
State crippled children's programs continued to limit their services to children
with orthopedic problems. The majority of States however, soon came to
recognize that a child's ability to function could be limited as a result of a
chronic or recurring systemic illness just as it could be limited by an orthopedic
problem. Accordingly, most CC programs were soon expanded to include chronic
and recurring health problems. Many States also came to recognize that a
number _of health related problems can be handicapping. Therefore, many State
CC programs have become involved with providing services for children with
developmental, behavioral, and educational problems. Most recently, CC programs
have recognized needs of children, such as ventilator-dependent children, who
have complex health problems that require high-tech care in their homes. Since



State CC programs are not organized, staffed or funded to provide services for
this new generation of handicapping health problems, it will be necessary for most
of these programs to make major changes in their provision of rehabilitation
services in order to serve these children.

Since the enactment of Title V of the Social Security Act in 1935 many
changes have occurred in these programs. _Changes have been made in the
serVicet provided by these programs, their methods of providing services, their
administration, and the financing of services. Just as there were medical, social,
and economic factors in the past that prompted changes in the State CC
programs, there are medical, social, and economic factors at this time that make
it necessary to make changes in the programs.

The changes that have occurred in the population of children served by
State CC programs is illustrated by the fact that many State CC programs now
serve any child who has a health or health-related problem that limits the child's
ability to achieve his full_potential. Although the State_ CC programs have come
a long way from the orthopedically oriented programs of the 1930's, not all State
CC programs have been modernized to provide services for children who are, by
modern definition, handicapped and chronically ill. As a result, far too many of
these children do not have access to contemporary services.

There is no doubt that the goal of the State CC programs should be to
assure that children with the broad spectrum of health and health-related
problems which produce handicapping conditions and chronic illnesses have access
to contemporary services.

During the last 50 years, the many physicians, occupational therapists,
physical therapists, speech and ,hearing consultants psychologists, nurses, socialworkers and other health professionals who have worked in the State CC
programs have developed _a body of knowledge about the professional services
needed by dhildren with each of the very different conditions that cause children
to be handicapped or chronically ill. Drawing upon that knowledge and
experience, the Federal Office of Maternal and Child Health developed guidelines
for the services to be provided children enrolled in the State CC programs and
issued regulations requiring the State CC programs to develop standards of care
that would determine how these would be provided. The establishment of
standards of care by State CC programs has done much to assure that
handicapped and chronically ill children receive needed services of high quality.

As a result of the aforementioned Federal-State efforts, State CC programs
provide and finance care based on the following general principles:

Care must be family-based.

Care must be personalized.

Coordinated interprofessional team care must be available because most
handicapped children have more than one problem.
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Each child must have an individual plan of care.

There must be a clearly defined focus of responsibility for assisting the
family to carry out the care plan.

The cost of service must not impoverish the family.

Finally, it should be noted that while the Federal government has played an
important role in fostering the establishment of quality assurance standards, with
the enactment of the Federal Maternal and Child Health Block Grant legislation,
the primary responsibility for this matter has been given to the States.

To be certain that handicapped and chronically ill children would have access
to needed services, the State CC programs developed the State CC delivery system
ofserviced.. This system of services is made up of several components that
include Statewide clinic services and physician services, interprofessional team
services, follow-up care management services, administrative services and payment
for hospital, medical and nonmedical providers. This is not to say that each
State crippled children's program is involved with providing the same services. It
is to say that essentially all State CC programs provide or assure the availability
of the following services.

With few exceptions, State CC programs conduct a Statewide system of
clinics that provide ambulatory diagnostic, treatment, and planning_ services, and
these clinics constitute the major public medical care system for providing
ambulatory care services for the nation's handicapped children. The services
provided in these clinics are generally secondary level services, i.e., they neither
provide primary services nor do they provide the complex tertiary services. These
clinics primarily provide examinations to determine if a child's problem_ can be
appropriately treated in the community. If so, recommendations concerning
therapy that should be provided are made to the professionals in the cominunity
who are going to be responsible for providing the therapy in the child's home and
community. If the child's problem requires tertiary diagnosis and treatment, a
referral is made to a medical center. The clinic can in many cases provide the
follow-up examinations and treatment recommended by the tertiary center, thus
saving the family the cost and the trouble related to traveling to a medical
center.

Specific data from MCH as to numbers of handicapped children receiving
services, types of disabilities served, numbers of handicapped children referred to
the program, providers of care or service etc. are not available. MCH does not
require State agencies to report data other than what might be included through
a national survey or from the National Center for Health Statistics. To extract
information from what data presently exists is an impossible task, since the
definitions/categories used by MCH are inconsistent with that used by OSEP.
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Through a grant to McManus Health Policy, Inc. entitled Financing Data
Task Force for Chronically Ill Children, MCH hopes to be able to answer a range
of health and financing related questions, such as:

1) What_ are the prevalence rates of children with chronic illness?, and 2)
what portion of children's medical bills are covered by third party payers? The
data to be gathered will include cells which reflect demographic, risk factors,
health status, severity of illness, utilization of health services, delivery system
characteristics, health care expenditures, source of payment and other related
areas. This guide will be a valuable reference tool for administrators, health
policy analysts, pediatric providers, researchers, insurers and educators. It will
allow quick and easy retrieval of most useful material data sources for maternal
and cHld health with special emphasis on health care for chronically ill children.

flead Start Program

Section 640(d) of the Head Start Act (Section 635 et sea, of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, (42 USe. section 9835 [(ID,
reiterates Head Start's 1974 legislation by requiring "that for fiscal year 1982 and
thereafter no less than 10 percent of the total number of enrollment opportunities
in Head Start programs in each State shall be available for handicapped children,
and that services shall be provided to meet their special needs." In addition, the
Head Start Act adopts the definition of handicapped children provided in
paragraph (1) of section 602 of P.L. 91-230, the Education of the Handicapped
Act, as amended, (20 U.S.C. section 1401[1]). That Act defines the term
handicapped children as "mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech or
language impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed,
orthopedically impaired, or other health impaired children or children with specific
learning disabilities who by reason thereof require special education and related
services." Outside the scope of this definition are children with correctable
conditions Who do not need special services or who will not require altered or
additional educational support services.

Children with handicaps must meet the eligibility requirements for Head Start
programs. Eligibility refers to the ages of the participating children (between
three years and the age of compulsory school attendance) and family income (at
least 90 percent of the children must be from low income families, including
families receiving public assistance).

It has been estimated that there are 258,200 handicapped children of
preschool age (3-5) in the United States who arc eligible for Head Start programs.
Although there are various programs available to assist children with handicaps,
Head Start continues to make a notable contribution, particularly for those
children who can benefit from a comprehensive developmental experience in a
mainstream setting which integrates handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
The number of children with handicaps enrolled in Head Start has risen steadily
since the data were first reported from 22,807 ;n 1973 to 59,335 handicapped
children in 1984. In 49 of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, children
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professionally diagnosed as handicapped accounted for at least 10 percent of Head
Start enrollment.

Head Start has exceeded the 10 percent enrollment level nationally with a
12.5 percent enrollment of handicapped children in program year 19831984. Only
Alaska, with an 8.8 percent enrollment of handicapped children, fell short of the
10 percent enrollment target.

The enrollment and mainstreaming of handicapped_ children has become a
characteristic feature of local Head Start programs. In 1984, only 24 out of 1,767
Head Start programs served no handicapped children. Head Start _continues to be
the largest program that includes preschool handicapped children in group
experiences with nonhandicapped children on a systematic basis. Head Start
policy requires that the handicapped child be placed in a mainstream classroom
setting as soon as appropriate.

Handicapped children enrolled in Head Start _programs received the full range
of child development services required for all children in the Head Start Program
Performance Standards as published in 45 CFR Part 1304. These services include
education, parent involvement, social services, and health services (medical,
dental, nutrition and mental health). In addition, they received the special
education and related services required by the Head Start legislation. Some 94.3
percent of the Head Start programs reported special efforts to enroll and serve
more severely handicapped children. Programs provided assessment and diagnosis
to evaluate accurately the nature and severity of each child's handicap in order
to serve the child most effectively.

Additionally, Head Start programs reported a numbtr of special services
provided to parents of handicapped children, including counseling; referrals toother agencies; visits to homes, hospitals, etc.; parent conferences with technical
staff and other parent meetings; transportation; literature and special teaching
equipment; workshops; medical assistance; and special classes.

Head Start and other agencies and organizations concerned with handicapped
children coordinate efforts in order to make maximum use of their limited
individual resources. Head Start programs reported working with other agencies
in several ways:

43 percent of the handicapped children were referred to Head Start by
other agencies or individuals; 20.7 percent of the handicapped children
were referred and professionally diagnosed prior to Head Start.

64.5 percent of the children received special education or related
services from other agencies.

95.8 percent of the programs had written or informal agreements with
local education agencies or other agencies regarding services for
handicapped children, reflecting a slight decrease over those that so
reported in 1983 (97.4 percent).
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The March 1984 Current Population Survey conducted by the Bureau of the
Census reported that the number of children in poverty in the age group 3-5 is
2,582,000. Based on the estimated prevalence of handicapped children in this age
group, it is estimated that 10 percent or 258,200 of these children arc
handicapped.

The types of handicapping conditions of children professionally diagnosed as
having handicaps are presented in Table D4 as a proportion of the total
population of handicapped children in Head Start programs in 1984. Of the
handicapped children enrolled in Head Start, 61 percent have been diagnosed as
speech impaired. This is by far the largest category of handicapped children
served in Head Start programs. The State Education Agencies report an even
higher proportion of speech impaired children in the preschool age range which
they are serving under P.L. 94-142. In addition, Head Start requires that all
children be professionally diagnosed. A previously completed study on children
with speech impairments has determined that most of the children categorized as
speech impaired in Head Start had been appropriately diagnosed. The proportion
of speech impaired children served by Head Start is consistent with the
proportion of preschool children in the larger population served under P.L. 94-142
by the public schools.

Head Start programs have enrolled children with a wide range of
handicapping conditions. In 1984; ninety-six and three-tenths percent of the
programs enrolled at least one child who was speech impaired; 67.6 percent of the
programs enrolled at least one child whose primary handicapping condition was
health impairment; for physical handicap, the proportion was 62.6 percent; mental
retardation, 48.3 percent; specific learning disability, 44.5 percent; serious
emotional disturbance, 44.1 percent; hearing impairment, 37.6 percent; visual
impairment, 34.9 percent; deafness, 6.5 percent; and blindness, 6.5 percent

There were 36,199 speech impaired children enrolled in Head Start programs.
The data on the specific conditions of speech impairment are presented in Table
D5.

In 1984, there were 7,178 health impaired children enrolled in Head Start
programs. The data on specific conditions of health impairment are presented in
Table D6.

In 1984, there were 3,475 physically handicapped children enrolled in Head
Start programs. The data on the specific conditions of physically handicapped are
presented in Table D7.

There were 3,391 specific learning disabled children enrolled in Head Start
programs. The data on the specific conditions of specific learning disabled are
presented in Table D8.
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TABLE D4

Types of Handicapping Conditions of Children
Professionally Diagnosed as Handicapped

Handicapping Condition Number

Percent of Total Number
of Children Professionally
Diagnosed as Handicapped

Speech Impairment 36,199 61.0Health Impairment 7,178 12.1
Physical HandicaplOrthopedic) 3,475 5.9
Specific Learning Disability 3,391 5.7
Mental Retardation 3,053 5.1
Serious Emotional Disturbance 2,746 4.6
Hearing Impairment 1,710 2.9Visual Impairment 1,297 2.2Deafness 153 0.3
Blindness .ai 12,

Total 59,335 100.0

TABLE D5

Specific Handicapping Conditions of Children
Professionally Diagnosed as Speech Impaired

Specific Conditions Percent of Total

Expressive or Receptive Language Disorders 51.6
Severe Articulation Difficulties 40.6
Severe Stuttering 2.1
Voice Disorders 1.5
Cleft Palate, Cleft Lip 1.5
Other Speech Disorders

Total 100.0
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TABLE D6

Specific Handicapping Conditions of Children
Professionally Diagnoscd as Health Impaired

Specific Conditions Percent of Total

Respiratory Disorders 18.7
Epilepsy/Convulsive Disorders 163
Blood Disorders (e.g., Sickle Cell Disease,

Hemophilia, Leukemia) 11.2
Severe Allergies 10.1
Heart/Cardiac Disorders 9.1
Neurological Disorders 6.2
Diabetes 1.6
Autism 1.5
Other Health Disorders 212

Total 100.0

TABLE D7

Specific Handicapping Conditions of Children
Professionally Diagnosed as Physically Handicapped

(Orthopedically Handicapped)

Specific Conditions Percent of Total

Cerebral Palsy 30.5
Congenital Anomalies 16.0
Deformed Limb 10.1
Bone Defect 9.9
Spina Bifida 6.9
Oro/Facial Malformation 3.6
Absence of Limb 2.4
Severe Seoliosis 1.8

Ar thritis 1.4

Other 17 4

Total 100.0

D-30



TABLE D8

Specific Handicapping Conditions of Children Professionally
Diagnosed as Specific Learning Disabled

Specific Conditions Percent of Total

Motor Handicaps
Sequencing md Memory
Perceptual Handicap
Hyperkinetic Behavior
Minimal Brain Dysfunction
Developmental Aphasia
Dyslexia
Other

24.8
20.3
19.7
12.9
7.0
5.2
0.3

Total 100.0

Head Start serves a significant proportion of children with severe or multiplehandicaps. A child with multiple handicaps is likely to need a variety oftreatments e:ad servicet. Head Start policy requires that the individual plan ofaction for tipecial education, treatment, and related Services be based on thechild's specific handicapping zondition(s) and the unique needs arising from thoseconditions. Head Start staff, in conjunction with other professionals and thechild's family, have to set priorities and objectives, and tailor services for thatchild in order to provide a focused, systematic plan of action.

In 1984- 10 230 (17 2 percent) of the handicapped children er rolled in Head_ , .

Start programs_had multiple handicapping conditions; Although the proportion isa decream_over the previous year, this is an increase in the number of multi-
handicapped children reported last :year (10,104). The proportion of multi-handicapped children declined from 27;7 percent in 1978.

Compared to other handicapping, conditions, deaf children (73.2 percent) andmentally retarded children (66.4 percent), show the highest incidence of multi-
handicaps, and speech impaired children the lowest (6.5 percent). Table D9provides specific data by primary handicapping condition on the number ofchildren who have rnultihandicapping conditions as reported in 1984.
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TABLE D9

Distribution of Number of Multihandicapped Children
by Primary or Most Disabling Handicap

Primary
Handicapping
Condition

Number of
Children
Reported

Number of Children
With One or More

Other Handicapping
Conditions

Percent of
Children Who Have

One or More
Other Conditions

Deafness 153 112 73;2
Mental Retardation 3,053 2;026 66;4
Blindness 133 61 45.9
Hearing Impairment 1,710 692 40.5
Specific Learning

3,391 1,354 39.9Disability
Physical Handicap 3,475 1,221 35.1
Serious Emotional

Disturbs.nce 2,746 751 27.3
Visual Impairment 1,297 300 23.1
Health Impairment 7,178 1,367 19.0
Speech Impairment 2346

Total 59,335 10,230 17.2

DevOopmental Disabilities

The Administration on Developmental Disabilities supports services which
promote self-sufficiency and protect the rights of developmentally disabled persons
of all ages. Developmental Disabilities are defined as severe, chronic disabilities
attributable to mental or physical impairments which are manifested before age 22;
are likely to continue indefinitely; result in substantial limitations in_ three or
more of the following areas of major life ac_tivity:_self-care, receptive and
expl-essive language, learning, mobi:ity, self-direction, capacity for independent
living and economic self-sufficiency; and result in the need for services over an
extended period of time.

The, Developmental Disabilities program is committed to expanding the life
opportunities for the approximately 3.9 million citizens with developmental
disabilities it this nation. To accomplish this goal, four grant programs are
authorized by the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act.
They are:
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lifsitiatair_Strizgagrjat which includes grants to
States based on a formula specified in the legislation. The
funds are to provide broad planning and service activities for
particular needs in a State.

The Protection_and_Allvocicv Program which provides for the
protection and advocacy of individual rights through
categorical grants awarded to States on the basis of a
formula specified in the legislation.

The Universitv Mfijiated vilifies Program f UAF) grants
which provide a national network of programs for
interdisciplinary training, exemplary services, technical
assistance, and dissemination of information. UAF funds
serve as the catalyst to generate additional private and
public funds in support of research and development on
behalf of improving services and technology to
developmentally disabled people.

TheSPecial Proiects Grants Program which provides
discretionary grants for research and demonstration of new
approaches to service delivery.

This_year's Employment _Initiative, as part of the President's Initiative to
increase employment of handicapped individuals, was highlighted by the expansion
and extension of job placements, and pledges. The placements were accomplished
through trade associations, employer groups and individual corporations. The 1985
job pledges and placements totaled 59,357 and 57,995 respectively, exceeding the
goals of 50,000 each.

States provided a variety of services to developmentally_disabled persons
under the Basic State Grant program in_the Federal priority areas of _alternative
community living arrangements, case management, child development services and
employment. Such services include systemic change, advocacy and guardian
services, demonstration grants to test new service delivery models, and direct
services to reach rural or otherwise difficult to serve clients (e.g. minorities,
those with dual diagnosis; and the developmentally disabled juvenile offender). In
Fiscal year 1985, 35 of the 56 States or jurisdictions which participated in the
Basic State Grant program used Federal funding to provide direct services to
55,657 persons with developmental disabilities.

Protection and advocacy systems in every State provided direct advocacy
services to over 52,000 clients during 1985.
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The University Affiliated Facilities pmvidcd_ interdisciplinary training to
professionals in the developmental disabilities field. In addition, the facilities
provided evaluative, diagnostic, and other services to children and families, and
also provided technical assistance and information on exemplary service
techniques, training and research to local, State, National and International
audiences.

The Administration on Developmental Disabilities' Fiscal Year 1985 State
Funding Summary arrays composite funding data for the four program components.

Public Law 94-103 expanded the target population to include individuals with
autism. This action enlarged the scope of the definition while retaining the
clause regarding onSet of the condition, expected duration, and the ability to
function in society.

In 1978, the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act
(P.L. 95-602) was enacted with a new functional definition of developmental
disability. The definition established in this law is the current _operating
definition. Public Law 95=602 defines developmental disabilities as "severe,
chronic diSabilitiet attributable to mental or_ physical impairment which arc
manifested before age 22; are likely to continue indefinitely; rtsult in substantial
limitations in three or moreiof the following areas of major life activity: self-
care,_receptive and expressive language, learning, mobility, Self=direction, capacity
for independent living, and economic self-sufficiency; and result in the need for
services over an extended period "42 U.S.C. 6001(7), P.L. 98-527, section 102(7).

The new definition, by the elimination of all categorical references, not
only reinfo ced the commonality of service_ needs but also highlighted the
importance of varying combinations and sequences of services over time. The
definition also sets the _stage for addressing how best to Serve the
developmentally disabled citizen by identifying those existing and potential
strengths an individual could rely upon to participate more fully in the social and
economic aspects of community life.

T6e 1978 amendments also introduced the concept of priority services to
assist States in focusing their resources on (1) specific areas that needed
improvement, and (2) the development of greater consumer representation on the
State Planning Councils.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Public Law 97-35), extended
the Developmental Disabilities Program through Fiscal Year 1984 and provided an
appropriation of $62.4 million_ The current legislation, the Developmental
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act, was amended and extended most
recently by the Developmental Disabilities Act of 1984, Public Law 98=527.

The changes made by this Act represent s;gnificant change:; from all previous
authorizing legislation.
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The overalL mission_of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of
Rights Act, as amended by the Developmental Disabilities Act of 1_984, focuses on
the ability of _an individual with developmental _disabilities to reach his or her
maximum potential through realistic goals of increased independence, productivity,
and community integration. These goals are the basis for the Employment
Initiative. The new legislation recognizes the importance of employment as a
means to achieving these goals. A new priority service area, employment-related
activities, has been added to the Act, and is defined as follows:

"Employment related activities means such services as will increase the
independence, productivity, or integration of a person with developmental
disabilities in work settings, including such services as employment
preparation and vocational training leading _to supported employment,
incentive _programs for employers who hire persons with developmental
disabilities, services to assist transition form special education to
employment, and services to assist transition from sheltered work settings to
supported employment settings or competitive employment."

For any fiscal year after 1986 for which the total appropriations for the
Basic State Grant program equals or exceeds S50,250,000, the State Plan must
include employment related activities as a priority service. Many States have
already amended their State Pans to incorporate this significant new focus.

ADD/HDS discretionary funding was combined with funding from the
Department of Education/Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
for_Supported Employment Demonstration Projects under which ten States were
awarded grants for five years to develop Statewide networks of supported
employment for persons with severe disabilities. The programs to be developed
are expected to serve as a referral resource for non-supported competitive
employment placement.

This effort for persons with severe disabilities, who might not otherwise
have access to the competitive labor market, should provide excellent
opportunities for competitive placements.

ADD provided technical assistance to State Developmental Disabilities
Councils to bring about systemic changes at the State goNernment level. A grant
to the Council of State Planning_Agencies (CSPA) provides support for a series of
training seminars in_ which Developmental Disabilities Council staff will bc teamed
with key State agency staff to address strategies for achieving State policy
change in programs affecting employment of persons with_ developmental
disabilities; Arkansas; Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Minnesota, New Hampshire,
New Jersey; and North Dakota will participate in the training academies.

The Developmental Disabilities Basic Support Program assists States in
developing and implementing a comprehensive plan for meeting the needs of
developmentally disabled persons. Program emphasis is on ensuring that persons
with developmental disabilities have the range of services available to them which
best promotes self-sufficiency.
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The basic goal of the program is to provide for significant improvement in
the quality, scope, and extent of services for persons with developmental
disabilities by means of;

providing priority services which include alternative
community living arrangement services, employment related
activities, child development services, and case management
services;

providing specialized services and other adaptations of
generic services for persons with developmental disabilities;
and,

planning, coordination, administration, and advocacy for the
provision of services to persons with developmental
disabilities. This includes a Statewide plan for the provision
of services to developmentally disabled persons using the
resources of many other State and local programs.

Grants are authorized by Section 121 of the Act to strengthen existing
services by_providing financial assistance to designated State agencies and State
Planning Councils. Funds are allocated to support planning, administrative costs,
and delivery of services. Developmental Disabilities Basic Support and Protection
and Advocacy funds are allocated for each year on the basis of: "(A) the
population, (B) the extent of need for services for persons with developmental
disabilities, and (C) the financial need of the respective States."

The grant formula uses population figures- based on the total population and
the working population (ages 18-64) of each State; data are based on the most
current year available from the Bureau of the Census, US. Department of
Commerce. The number of beneficiaries in each State under the Child's Insurance
Benefits Program is used in determining the extent of need for services for
persons_with developmental disabilities The data used are from the most current
year available from the Social Security Administration, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services.

State per capital income is computed against National per capita income in
determining financial need; data used are an average of the three most current
years available from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of
Commerce.



As established_ by P.L. 98-57 and effective in FY1 1985; the minimum
allotment for the Bask State Grant Program to each State, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico, in any fiscal year where the appropriation exceeds
$47,000,000 is $300,000 or the amount of the allotment received by the State for
the fiscal year ending Scptember 30, 1984; whichever is greater. For the Virgin
Islands, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
Guam, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, the allotment in any fiscal
year where the appropriation exceeds $47,000,000 shall not be less than $160,000.

Grants are awarded to States in accordance with apmoved State Plans for
services for persons with developmental disabilities. The Federal share of
projects funded through these formula grants may not exceed 75 percent of the
aggregate of such, except for projects which serve urban or rural poverty areas.
In these cases, the Federal share may not exceed 90 percent. The funding level
for this program in Fiscal Year 1985 was $50.25 million.

priority Services. The Act requires that States spend at least 65 percent of
their State grant for service activities within the priority services. In FY 1985;
States were required to select at least one, but not more than two, priority
services. Table D10 indicates the priority services selected by each State. Thc
term_ "service activities" includes not only the provision of direct services to
persons with developmental disabilities, but also activities to increase the capacity
of agencies to provide such services. These various services include the
coordination of the provision_of serviCeSi outreach to individuals and training of
personnel, including parents of persons with developmental disabilities.

Each State has a great deal of discretion and flexibility in determining what
types of activities to be conducted under the State Plan are most appropriate for
that State. While a number of States provide direct services to persons with
developmental disabilities, other States1 concentrate exclusively on service
activities which they anticipate will result in systemic change in the State and
thus impact upon the entire developmentally disabled population. State reports
indicate that direct services were provided to 44,210 persons in FY 1985.
Services were primarily in the area of habilitation, job training, health care and
education, all of which support independence, productivity and integration in the
zommunity.
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PRIOltITY soma New

--TOTALS

FIALM:MATE
COIMUNIIY teinumeNT NAMt4GENEIff
ARRANGEMENT

0" 3.1

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California X
Colorado
CdonecticUt
Delaware X
District_of
COLIMbia

Florida
GeOrgia
Wewaii X
Idaho X
Illinois X
Indiana X
Iowa X
amass
lentucky
144lisiana
Maine X
Maryland X
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Mcntana
Nebraska
Nevada X
New Hampshire X
NOW 'hum),
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina X
North DakOta
Ohio X
Oklahcaa

Orwirs
Pennsylvania X
Rhode Island
&kith Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
!NW X
Utah X
Vermont

Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Waiting X
Affierican Samoa X
Guam
Puerto Rico _ X
Virgin-Island X X
Worthern Mariana
Wields

TIT.0NW-
SOCIAL DEVEICPM7
SERVICE

x

Non.Vocational Social Development Services was a pciority service for part of
FY 1985
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ALABAMA

Freda Judge
Program for Exceptional Children and Youth
Department of Education
State Office Building, 8th Floor
501 Dexter Avenue
Montgomery, AL 36130

205/261-5099

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR-2

Agencies that serve preschoolers including the handicapped have been
identified and persons to serve on a planning phase advisory panel were
selected to plan a Statewide needs assessment The logistics of tracking
handicapped preschoolers and of administering Department of Education
activities related to preschool handicapped children have been investigated.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Alabama Department of Education has working relationships with the
Departments of Public Health, Mental Health, and Pensions and Security, the
State agencies responsible for the major programs currently available to
hcr .licapped preschoolers. Alabama will investigate the logistics of more
formal interagency commitments during the project year. An HCEEP
pla:_aing-phase advisory panel representing professional; support; and lay
persons will review initial data summaries and make recommendations
regarding a formal Statewide needs assessment.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ALASKA

Colleen Powers, Coordinator, SPG Director
Christine Niemi, Director
Department of Eduction
Office of Special Services
Pouch F - State Office Building
Juneau, AK 99811

907/465=2970

PLANNIn caa

A Needs "Assessment* Instrument was devc aped 1)) the Governor's Council.
Agencies surve jed were the Infant Learning Programs, Head Start programs,
School Districts, Public Health Nursing, Pediatricians, Residential Facilities,
and parents.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

There are some interagency agreements in place, and Alaska will identify
remaining needs for interagency agreements. Alaska has included a master
plan for the next five years with goals and objectives established by the
project's Interagency Planning Group (1PG).
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ARIZONA

Sara Robertson, Coordinator
Arizona Department of Education
Special Education Section
1535 West Jefferson
Phoenix, AZ 85007

602/255-3183

PLANNING-GRANT; -YEAR I

Arizona is completing a needs assessment study, with an increasea focus onchild identification. During this past year, the State passed a bill
appropriating one million dollars for preschool handicapped programs.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Collaboration of four agencies is_in progress, and an interagoncy agreement
for services for the 0-2 handicapped population will be developed in this
second planning year. A fall conference to address program/curriculumneeds is planned in conjunction with Head Start.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ARKANSAS

Mary Kay Curry
Arkansas Department of Education
Special Education Division
*4 Capitol Mall/Room 105C
Little Rock, AR 72201

501/371=1686

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

Over the past year, Arkansas has determined the number of children and
their disabilities who need services, developed components needed in a
comprehensive service delivery system and developed and provided parent
support services.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Efforts to develop interagency collaboration continue.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

CALIFORNIA

Betsy Qu?!ls, Coordinator
Nancy Obley-Kilborn, Director
California State Department of Education
Special Education Division
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento; CA 95814

916/323-4762

PLANNING-GRANT: YEAR 1

In 1985, five million dollars came from the GoVernor's budget to expandinfant services. Funds are now up to $13 million. New funding mechanismsand procedures were implemented, including a requirement for local plans forearly intervention services. Thi r. provided staff with information on currentlocal needs assessment and on local int.eragency planning and invilementation.Staff have a compLeted needs assessment of early intervention services whichwill be included in a written state-of-the=art report.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Collaboration exists between major State organiiations and planning grouptthrough the_ activities of the Child Development Programs Committee,California First Chance Consortium, and several task forces. Coordination isplanned with reiated grants, an iiltradepartmental early education task force,and g-oup: outsic'-.! hc State.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

COLORADO

Elizabeth W. Soper
Colorado Department ol Education
Special Education Services Unit
303 West Colfax Avenue, 6th Floor
Denver, CO 80204

TELEPHONE: 303/573-3267

DELKELOPMENT GRANT

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

During the past year, a process was developed to establish needed services
with parental input and to assure continuing assessment and diagnosis. A
system for identifying and providing appropriate personnel preparation and
training was created. An effort was also made to determine what aspects of
a comprehensive system of services are in place and which alternative
services are needed. Finally, information was disseminated through the State
on available services and planning efforts.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The State initiated a coordinated ir.ragency planning process with all
responsible State agencies to develop acd implement a comprehensive system
of early intervention services, including services needed during the prenatal
period.

Interagency focus was coordinated though a State steering committee.
Special emphasis was placed on coordination with other Federal special
education grants and with State regional assistance teams working at the
local level.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

11 LE,PHON:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

CONNECTICUT

Virginia Volk, Director
Bureau of School and Program Development
Room 350
State Department of Education
P.O. Box 2219
Hartford, CT 06145

203/566-196;

ELANNING Glt ,NT:NEAR

Connecticut is cmpleting a study of the needs for _children, ages 0-5.
Additionally, they are pa rticipating in a reseamh study of the implications of
delivering services to thc 0-3 populations and preparing a plan for a mandatefrom birth that will provide information needed by the State legislature.
They are also developing a training program for professionals and families aswell as a public information program.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

An Interagency Committee has been established to coordinate services tonandicapped infants and toddlers.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

DELAWARE

Barbara Hurnphreys
State Department of Publ; Instruction
Townsend Building
P.O. Boit 1402
Dover, DE 19903

TELEPHONE: 302/736-4667

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

A State Plan Council Committee has been established and is in the process
of analyzing data obtained from the needs assessment and compiling
information regarding service providers. The Statewide tracking system is
being refined. The development of a procedural plan for comprehensive
early childhood services is currently in outline form and being completed.
Planning Committee, with the pR, icipation of public and private agencies, is
working on developing a con.,rnsus on issues to be confronted and
prioritization of the issues.

Awareness programs are being implemented, training developed for families,
and professional linkages are being established with other agencies and
organizations throughout the country. Federal evaluations of the Planning
phase are being conducted, and the results are being used to develop the
strategy where indicated.

INTERAGENCY ACTly ITIES:

University of Delaware staff are members of th:. Planning Committee king
task forces, and increas,ngly i evaluatien ies. _State Social Services
agencies also serve on Planoing Committee and task fares. These ki,clude
Public Health, Mental Rehabi!itat on, and Social Service Divisions. Parent
advocacy groups are represented on the Planning Committee and Management
Board.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

..'.:COMPLISHMENTS:

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Maurine Thomas
Jackie Jackson
Division of Special Education and

Pupil Personnel Services
10th and H Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

202/724-4018

JILANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

Over the past year, D.C. has identifkd interagency commitments forcoordinated services to handicapped_children birth to age 3 years and their
families, determined the number of handicapped children birth to age 3years, their needs, and available services; planned for the development of
procedures and designed an Carly childhood State plan; and planned trainingactivities for families, caretakers, and professionals working withhandicapped children birth to age 3 years.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Interagency commitments will be sought from hospital_ pediatric and chi.,1development clinics, programs serving children birth to age 3 years, HeadStart, Department of Human Services, Department of Recreation, VisitingNurses Association, HCEEP projects, and the Spanish EducationalDevelopment Center. Representatives of parent groups and agencies serving
handicapped children will form working committees to investigate interagency
coordination and various components of the early childhood State plan.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

FLORIDA

Pat Hollis
Bureau of Education for Exceptional Students
Florida Department of Education
204 Knott Building
Tallahassee, FL 32301

TELEPHONE: 904/488-5582

nkNNING-GR ANT: YEA R 1

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

The Comprehensive State Plan has been used to ensure access by all
preschool children to education and related services, and services were
improved and expanded with an emphasis on identification, parental
involvement, public awareness, dissemination of interagency products, and
availability of facilities and transportation. Services were coordinated with
various State agencies to ensure local services without duplication or gaps;
family, child identification, and interagency model site components for the
Comprehensive Plan were developed; and financial resources were identified.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The major advisory group will be the State Steering Committee for
PreKindergarten Exceptional Programs. Assistance will be provided by
related State steering committees, policy groups, councils, task forces, State
universities, the Head Start Support Center, and YES, Inc. Collaborative
efforts will be established with other Federal grant activities in special
education and health and rehabilitation.



GRANT DIRECTOR

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

GEORGIA

Rae Ann Redmon
Program for Exc=tptional Children
Office of Instructional Services
Twin Towers East
Atlanta, GA 30334

404/656-2426

PLANNING GRANT: EAR 1

Long-range planning efforts for comprehensive interagen74 service delivery
and management systems for infants and preschoolers have been designed;
current and overlapping services in public and private agencies and future
needs were identified; collaboration at State, regional, and local levels waseffected; a student information system was created; training for families andcaretakers who provide services was established; and financial and other
resources were identified.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Cooperative efforts were planned with other Federal speci educAtion grantacti vities, including preschool incentives, P.L. 94142, flow-through fundedprojectS, and P.L. 89-313 programs. Linkage overt Strengthened with themigrant education program, Department_ of Human Resources, Head Start,State colleges; Section 72 Committee, Special Education Advisory Panel,
Psychoeducational Program Network, and the Governor's Office of Planningand Budget.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

HAWAII

Jo-Alyce Peterson, Director
Sue Brown, Coordinator
Hawaii Department of Education
Office of Instructional Services
Exceptional Children's Section
3430 Leahi Avenue
Honolulu, HI 96815

TELEPHONE: 808/737-2564

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR I

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

Three questionnaires have been developed:

1. Agency

for child find activities
general directory information
client profile
services delivered
personnel-training-funding sources

2. Parent

for needs of parents with handicapped children aged 0-5.

3. Personnel

to determine training needs

Proposed activities include the completion of a needs assessment as the
highest priority.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Ongoing State agency coordination will involve the Departments of
Education, Health, Social Services, and Housing, along with the University of
Hawaii. Resource Access Project of the Pacific will be active in preplanning
activities with these agencies and with the university.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

IDAHO

Katherine Pavesic
Idaho Department of Health and Welfare
Division of Community Rehabilitation
450 West State Street
Boise, ID 83720

208/334-4181

ELANIilEar

1. Needs assessment included information about:

screening of handicapped children
transition process between service providers
referral process
availability and accessibility of child care
limited training opportunities
parental involvement

2. Statewide forums held to create a strong base of information. Thesewere understaffed in all 7 regions.

3. Establishment of Advisory Panel.

4. Development _of Idaho Consortium for Administration, Resources,Education, and Support for early intervention (CARES).

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Idaho Department of Health and 1Wclfare has an interagency agreementwith the Idaho Department of Education to provide services to handicappedpreschoolers. An advisory panel will meet quarterly to help develop asystem to coordinate State plan grant activities. The panel will include aparent, teachers, early childhood professionals, and legislators.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ILLINOIS

Jonah Deppe
Illinois State Board of Education
Department of Specialized Education Services
100 North First Street
Springfield, IL 62777

217/782-4321

PLANNING GR ANT: YEA R-2

Planning for a comprehensive early childhood State plan has been completed;
the history and authority of each public State agency providing services to
children birth to age 5 years was summarized; discrepancies between needs
and available services was determined; needs assessment data was compiled,
intifpreted, and disseminated; and awareness of project activities was
promoted.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Three interagency groups were formed during the project: (1) an
Interagency Council (steering committee) of administrators from State
agencies in lved in services to handicapped children birth to age 5 years
and a liaih.n from the governor's office; (2) an advisory council of
representatives from service providers, professional groups, and parent
orgi..lizations; and (3) a task force of staff members from State agencies
serving handicapped children birth to age 5 years.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

INDIANA

Sara B. Clapp
Indiana Department of Education
Division of Special Education
Room 229, State House
Indianapolis, IN 46204

317/927-0216

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

A comprehensive Statewide needs assessment has been conducted, task forces
that will address issues related to a comprehensive service delivery system
for handicapped children birth to age 5 years have been developed; and
Statewide awareness of services for young handicapped children in Indiana
was increased.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Representatives from parent groups, higher education, the Mental Health
Department, local education agencies, and the major State and local service
providers to young handicapped children and their families form Indiana's 25-
member Task Force on Early Childhood Special Education, which 3erves as
the steering committee for the grant.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

IOWA

Joan Clary
Iowa Department of Public Instruction
Division of Special Education
Grimes State Office Building
Des Moines, IA 50319

TELEPHONE: 515/281;3176

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

Agencies, parents, arid other groups as part of the State Plan Advisory
Council for Early Systems_ _have been brought together; accurate,
comprehensive data about current services from agencieS, inStAuticnt, and
parents was gathered; an evaluation assessment to deterniind the status and
needs of comprehensive service e livery systems for the target population
was constructed and conducted; and research on the education of severely
handicapped and preschool 'children who need to be integrated with
nonhandicapped peers was conducted, as was an Outreach Fair to increase
PUblic awareness on available service models. Incentive grants to education
agencies that want to replicate early intervention projects were awarded.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Emphasis is placed on maximizing programs and services for all eligible
students Statewide by integrating funding from all sources and evaluating the
effectiveness of this integration.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

KANSAS

Betty Weithers
Kansas State Department of Education
Special Education Administration
120 Tenth Street
Topeka, KS 66612

913/296-3869

PLANNING GRAN-L- YEAR 2

Development of the State plan continues, parents were trained for effective
involvement in the development of a comprehensive service delivery t e m,
a Statewide system of parent leaders was developed, public awareness of the
need for early intervention was increased, and development of the
computerized service information system continues.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

A Governor's Cabinet Subcommittee on Early Childhood Developmental
Services has been established to ensure a formal system of interagency
coordination. In addition, an advisory committee of parents of handicapped
children and local service providers has been appointed to advise the cabinet
subcommittee and the State plan grant staff.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

KENTUCKY

Betty Bright
Office of Education for Exceptional Children
Capital Plaza Tower
Frankfort, KY 40601

TELEPHONE: 502/564-2067

PLANNING-GR-ANT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

The status of services were assessed; components were identir:ed; and a
procedure and design for the development of an early childhood State plan, a
comprehensive service delivery system, and a set of accepted (nonregulatory)
standards were established. Public awareness was increased.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Parents ano jfessionals serve on an advisory board that contributes to and
reviews proj,;t plans, reports, and activities. At least four sites have been
selected to pilot interagency strategies.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

LOUISIANA

Ron LaCoste
Pr. ,chool Handicapped Program
Louisiana Department of Education
P.O. ..ox 94064
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9064

504/342-3631

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 1

A Statewide atsettment that prioritized service delivery needs of public and
private providers,_ parents, and others _was _conducted; State goals for the
Louisiana Early Childhood Program, thatwere approved by a State agency
steering committee were written; and existing or needed infortnation bn theStatut of each of these State goals was assembled and analyzed. A
prioritized listing of needs required to establish a comprehensive service
delivery _system was created; a Statewide interagency steering committee _was
organized; and regional planning councils that will help with needs
assessment. cmprehensive planning, and information dissemination were
formed.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

State-leve1 coordination was effected with the Office of Personal and
Preventative Health Services, Handicapped Children's Services, Maternal and
Child Health, LA Association for Retarded Citizens, Head Start, parents, and
Offices of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

MAINE

Susan Mackey-Andrews, Director
Department of Education and Cultural Services
State House Station *23
Augusta, ME 04333

207/289497I

ELAITSILLUIRANL_YEAILL

Among the major_ activities was the implementation of a coordination system
at_ State and local levels, which includes the develo)ment of management
systems; increased parent participation; ongoing needt atteSsment, program
evaluation, and_ outreach and awareness activities; developing and field
testing of program standards, policies, guidelines, and regulations and
interagency agreements at the State level. They art intensively study,r.s the
implications and benefits of an interdepartmental mandate for handicapp,
children 0-5.

They hive deVel0Pod: and installed a computerized_ case management data
Viten'. On a Statewide basis, which interfaces with and complements thc
State Plan needs assessment

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The ;nterdepartmental Coordinating Committee for PrCchooL Handicapped
Children, which is directing the planr.ing represr,nts the d..partments
of Educational and Cultural Services, Human Serv1.7er, and Mental Health and
Mental Retardation.
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MARYLAND

GRANT DIRECTOR: Janeen Taylor
Divisionnf Special Education
20 W. Baltimore Street
Baltim-re, piD 21201

TELEPHONE: 301/65-

UVELOPMENT GRAla

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

Interagency collaboration was established thrc:Igh an Advisory Council,
Steering Committee, and profestioual and parent advisory nc, -orks; programs
were improved by focusing on health _and= education issue.i. reviewing
legislation, identifying exemplary interagency_ service mode: for the
medically frigile and emotionally disturbed, and working with_ ether State
departments to develop policieson Lianaging _communicable
Interagency collaboration:Was promoted at all levels by c luating mod.c:!- for
local consortia that involve parents; training materials ielOntd to parenting
were developed and expanded; and_ the competencies of administratots 2,1d
service _providers were improvt :1 through technical assistance, identit
transition models, encouraging adoption of outreach model components; and
explorink ,ppropriate technology.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Project activities have been coordinated with P.L. 94-L42 'z'imschool Incentive
Grant proects. Ongoing collaborative efforts were est?b.ished among two
universities; 2/ school systems; Depaitments of Humar S,7, vices, Health, and
Mental Hygiene; and public and private programs and associations.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

MA SSE`..CHUSETTS

Irma Nqpolcon, Coordinator
State Plan Grant
Northeast Regional Center
Department of Education
219 North Street
North Reading, MA 01864

617/727-0600

PLANNING QT.ANT: YEAR 2

The preliminary planning procer;; is completed; and ac..7-:;.; have been
prioritized. Principles and guidelines have been established and will serve as
a basis for evaluating services. Major findings indicate that e*hough
services are in place; coordination; transition mechanisms; and genera!
kaowledge about availatility of services is lacking.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVnIES:

Representatives tour public and private service agencies, and paren- voups
and advocac y groups oversee and review project activities. Regional
planning groups are directing regiona needs assessments.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

MICHIGAN

Mar-in McKinney
Jar Baxter

higan Department of Educa;
. -uctional Specialist Program
-, Box 30008

.ansing, MI 48909

517/373=2589

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 1

Legislation and the current status of State services for children birth to age
5_ years_ were evaluated; interagency collaboration _and communication W6r
increased and_ a_ comprthensive plan for service delivery v as deVised; and
duolications and gaps in current services were icirnt'ien A formal
memorandum of agreerrient froin the Human Services Cabinet supporting
increased interagency collaboration was_ obtained; _and the Interagency Task

--.rce prepared service data and a management plan. Tcacher competencies,
:valuation stanaards for teacher training programs, _peer revieW proc6durt-s;
.cchniques_ for curriculum improvement in personnel developntent programs;
and action plans for_ traini _g program improvement Wire recommended.
Current needs girl problems among direct services personnel and alternatives
for professionR T development were identified.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

.Coordination activities are ( ,,anized within the Human Services Cabinet.
Participants include officials irom the Departments of Public Health, Social
Services, and Mental Health._ Linkages also have been planned with local
service providers, including Head Start, the Perinatal Association, and Infant
Mental Health Association.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMcENTS:

MINNESOTA

Anita Neumann
Minnesota Department of Education
Special Education Section
550 Cedar Street
St. Pau!, MN 55101

612/296=1793

LLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

The d zlopment of coordinated interagency systems was promoted, resources
to help regional and local -communities plan coordinated service systems were
provided, issues were clarified; problems defined; and alternatives proposed
related to screening; diagnosis; assessment; and service delivery systems. A
comprehensiv,': needs assessment was conducted, at least three information
systems icking and follow-up that meet ichmtified crit_ril. for State
and loc, :;:-.1entation_were identified, and riront.dal resources and funding
options . support State and local interagency collaborations were
identified.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Minneiata Departments of Education, Health, and Public Welfar..: have
joined forces to promote State-level planning. A steering committee of
representatives of public and private service providers and consurrizr and
advocacy groups studied issues and made recommendations.
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GR ANT DIRECTOR

MISSISSIPPI

Gerri Ruffin
Mississippi State Department of Education
P.O. Box 771
Jackson, MS 39205

TELEPHONE: 601/354-3490

FL-A-NNING-GR-A-NT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

A State-level interagency council continues to identify serviceS and to
develop a model to _determine State needs, and a :ocal interagency council
continttes to_ develop, pilot, ,rnplement, and evaluate a modll for local
interagency planning. Four established work _groups collect and analYze
information and materials for use in plannin2 the State plan grant. Public
awareness was promoted and information disseminated.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Two interagency councils have beca edblished, one at tvle State level and
one at the _local level. The rnesbership of these counr.s, includes State and
local service agencies and organizations, hospitals, universiy and university:
affiliated programs, and parents. The State-level council continues to create
a knowledge base and to formulate plans for developing a comprehensive
service delivery system.



MISSOURI

GRANT DIRECTOR: John Allan, State Director of Sr ,:ral Education
Karen Campbell, Coordinator
Missouri Department of Elementary

and _Secondary Education
Division of Special Education
P.O. Box 480
Jefferson City, MO 65102

TELEPHONE: 314/751-3502
314/751-2965

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

A co: needs assessment has been developed and will bc conducted
by anci will adijress interagenc- effors.s; systems for service
ajgria. In; standards, regulations, and policies affecting comprehensive
Ec;vice :livery; State and I, :al training efforts for families and
professionals; financial resources; and State awarcness activities. A final
needs a-sessment report will be developed.

Major goals and objectives established by the State itcludr.::

Establishing a 12-member interagency advisory council to advise the
project coordinator regarding grant activities.

Completing a comprehensiNe needs assessment.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVIT!ES:

The Misouri Depart' 2nts of Elementary and Secondary Education, Mental
Health, and Social Se ices will each name two representatives to serve on
the State plan grant' advisory council. Also on the council will be six
representatives from pri /ate agencies, parents, and higher education.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

MONTANA

Roger Bauer, SPO Coordinator
Judith A. Johnson
Montana Center for Handicapped Childrz
Eastern Montana College
1500 North 30th Street
Billings, MT 59101-0298

406/657-3993

PLANNING GRAELJEAR-1-

Needs Assessment is in progress. Reports will be prepared on current
practices and service delivery needs. Tracking and follow-up systems will be
coordinated with training for public and private service providers, parents,and families. Workshops, a monthly devs/etter, materials exchange, and
training modules are also planned.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Collaboration activities relative to early childhood handicapped services and
intervention procedures hove been planned with the Office of Public
Instruction, Social and Rehabilitation Services Department, Developmental
Disabilities, Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, Office of
Handicapped Children's Programs, Indian Health Services, and Indian Head
Start.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NEBRASKA

Jan The len
Nebraska Department of Education
Special Education Branch
P.O. Box 91987
Lincoln, NE 68509

402/471=2471

IMPLEMENTATION GRANT

Various child iracking system activities designoi to: (1) achieve consensus
on child trackiug data items, (2) _design and ituplement a prototype system,
and (3) train school district personnel on how io collect and report data
wli.e conducted., as were efficacy study aCtiVities that include: (1)
contin- ing tec:inical assistance with design, implementation, and
computerization at three selected LEA sites; and (2) assisting sites with data
analysis, reporting, and interpretation.

1NTERAGnN -Y ACTIVITIES:

A special ad hoc committee of the Nebraska State Special Education Advisory
Co,,ncil (representing school districts, educational service units, multidistrict
cosperatives, preschool planning regions, teacher training institutions, the
University of Nebraska Medical Center, and the Nebraska Department of
tducation) oversees and guides all project activities.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NEVADA

Marilyn Walter
Division of Mental Hygiene

and Mental Retardation
480 Galletti
Sparks, NV 89431

702/789-0284

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR-2

Sha -on P?!rner
Ne ada Department of

Education
Special Id ucation Branch
400 West King Street
Capital Complex
Carson city, NV 89710

702/885-3140

1; The Nevada Department or Education, in cooperation with the Nevada
Department of Human Resources, completed a needs assessment.

2. Both departments provide special e ser, to ligiblC
handicapped children birin to age six

3. An Interagency Task Force membership nc:ides state and local-level
representatives, representatives from urban and rural areas, parents,
and professionals from universities and from Departments of Education,
Health, Mental Hygiene, and Mental Retardation and Rehabilitation.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

. .Nevada is in the process of developing an interagency committee. Full
interagency coordination of information and services for the population of
exceptional individuals from birth through the age of 21 remairs to be
developed.



GRANT DIRECTOR;

TELEPHONE;

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Luzanne Pierce, Co-Director
State Department of Education

and Vocational Rehabilitation
Special Education Section
101 Pleasant Street
Concord, NH 03301

603/271-3471

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 1

1. The State is in the process of implementing
interagency needs assessment.

2. A_ report is being developed involving the status of of
handicaps,_;:hild find, screening, evaluatioa, iotervention;_fami;y
policy and procedures; .monitoring and evaluation,
development, resource utilization; nctwork'Ag and awareness act;\

3. The results f.q. the needs assessment will be used as the basis for
designing the State plans. The Child Find/Special Education system is
being assessed. Tra ning programs are' being developed, as well as
technical assistance resource teams, a Statewide residential network,
and a coalition of programs serving the 0-3 handicapped children.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

There is collaboration with the Early Intervention Network, a Statewide
coalition of programs serving children birth to age 3 yeart. In addition, the
interagency Early Childhood Special Education Advisory Committee, parents,
and consultants participate in collaborative efforts.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NEW JERSEY

Andrea Quigley, Director
State Plan Grant
State Department of Education
225 West State Street, CN
Trenton, NJ 08625

609/292=0147

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR I

Activities have centered around four areaS Of needs assessment:

L The continuation of services and the identification of populations
underserved or unserved by the current 0-3 and 3-5 service delivery
system. A State level committee has been establir.hed and task forces
selected.

Interagency collaboration inservice planning. A planning committee was
established. Planning and development of collaborative cal ly
intervention programs are continuing. Monitoring guides were
developed.

3. The identification of gaps in service, underscrved populations, and
strengths and weaknesses in service developing and tr,.,ining.
Evaluation plan has been developed and pilot sites selected.

4. The identification of inservice and preservice training needs. The State
Implementation Grant was used to conduct a forward needs assessment.
Team building and transdisciplinary training were identified as major
needs. An awareness workshop was considered for adminstration.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Interagency cooperation has been mandated by State 1v since 1981. The
State Departments of Education and Health and Human vices meet weekly
to plan and develop early intervention program activities.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NEW MEXICe

Louis Landry
New Mexico Department of Education
Special Education Unit
State Education Building
Santa Fe, NM 87501-2786

505/8276541
505/8272575

YEAR_ 1

I. A needs assessment of educational and related services was conducted
for c:,iiiclren birth to age 5 years.

2. A State plan and a method for ongoing planning and evaluation was
designed.

3. Collaborative ar-rernents'with State agencies to implement the planning
graitt were devised.

4. An automated child ferral system and a management system were
developed.

5. A Statewide print and broadcast public awareness campaign, with an
initial emphasis on child find activities, was carried out.

ancial resourzes for implementing the State plan were developed.

ACTIVITIES:

Thd Health and Enviroament Department, under a joint powers agreement
with the State Departrrent of Education, manages the grant and works
cooperatively with the Ch,o1,ically Impaired children grant program operated
out of the Governor's ar f:e, the State-funded Developmental Disabilities
Planning Council, Farents `.eaching Out (PRO), and primary State health
providcrs. Linkages are beir4 d-velor,ed with Federal Indian programs.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

NEW YORK

Michael Plotzker
Denise Warren_
Office of Education of Children

with Handicapping Conditions
State Education Department
Education Building Annex, Room 1061
Albany, NY 12234

TELEPHONE: 518/474=R9I7

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 1

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ActiVititS iii New =York are contingent upon whether legislation is enactedduring ilk Year. If it is, regulations will be _developed, otherwise activitieswill feells upon developing mandatory legislation.___The needs atsessmentprocess is ongoing; as well as the dexelopment _of standards. If there is noch-nge in the delivery systeM,_ Staff will continue to work to assess the needto Modify the_ review proteddres for : Providing State reirribtittentent forcourt-ordered =services. Other activities include coordinating: trainingactiVities_ for_ parents arid professionals, assisting Early ChildhOod_ Centers;expanding referral platis with regional perinatal hbspital clinidS and infanthealth assessment programs; promoting awareness Of terVices, and increasingaccess to services.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Program staff coordinate activities with the State Departments of Health,'Social Service, and Developmental Disabilities. Linkages have been madewith Federally funded projects, local service providers, the States trainingnetwork, the committee on parent education, and other State advising panels.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NORTH CAROLINA

Janis Dellinger
Department of Public Instruction
Education Annex I
217 W. Jones Street
Raleigh, NC 27601

919/733-6081

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 1

1. Cooperated with the Department of Human Resources, Head Start, and
other agencies.

2. Determined collection and other needs, including gaps in service on a
county-by-county basis.

3. Developed procedures for dcsigning a full-service delivery plan for
children under age 5 years.

Developed a competency-based personnel _training network to meet
state, regional, and local needs through inservice and area workshops,
parent awareness sessions, and summer institutes.

5. Developed a comprehensive information system on available services,
stressing identification and tracking components.

6. Designed research on the cost effectiveness and long-range (eight to
ten years) results of early intervention.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Cooperation was sought with the Department of Ruman Resources,
developmental day centers, Head Start, and private service providers.
Linkage also was established with the Council on Children with Special
Needs, State Interagency Council on Education and Related Services, and
professional groups.
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NORTH DAKOTA

GRANT DIRECTOR: Brenda Oas
Department of Public Instruction
Division of Special Education
State Capitol
Bismark, ND 58505-0164

TELEPHONE: 701/224-2277

DEVELOPMENT GRANT

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

1. Established the Early Childhoou Education for Handicapped Infants andChildien Advisory Committee.

Conducted workshop on assessment and intervention strategies for home-services.

3. Conducted inservice for community health nurses in risk "factors" forhandicapping conditions.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Grant activities will be implemented under a multiagency agreement amongthe Department of Health, Human Services, and Public Instruction.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

OHIO

Jane Weichel
Assistant Director
Division for Educational Services
Section for Early Childhood
Ohio Department Building, Room 719
65 South Front Street
Columbus, OH 43366-0308

TELEPHONE: 614/466-9206

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

The needs assessment data has been collected_ and is in the process of being
analyzed. An Interagency Coordinating Council and Steering Committee have
betn established. Activities have included a stress on Statewide coordination
of services, early identification, follow-up, increasing availability of services,
the adoption of an interagency model, improving training, and encouraging
parent involvement and support.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The plan will be based upon our input from regional meetings. An advisory
committee of representatives from parent groups, state agencies, universities,
and service providers will help develop and interpret the results of a survey
of gaps and overlaps in services.
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OKLAHOMA

GRANT DIRECTOR: Edd Rhoades, Grant Director
Susan Istre, Coorclinr tor
Oklahoma State Department of Health,

Maternal and Child Health Service
P.O. Box 53551
Oklahoma City, OK 73152

TELEPHONE: 405/271-4471

DEVELOPMENT GRANT

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

A pilot hospital/community transition model of coordinated service provisionsfor high-risk infants and their families uses models from _HCEEP outreachprojects WELCOME and OPTIMUS. A family needs assessment, guidelinesregarding the criteria for referrals from NICUs and community hospitals, anassessment of the information needs of health-care providers, a continuingeducation course for nurses, and a r:irectory of early intervention programswill be developed.

MAJOR OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSES FOR 1985-1986:

To develop a plan for comprehensive early intervention services forhandicapped children birth to age 5 years.

To increase parents' capacities to meet the special needs of their high-risk infant.

To develop and implement a transition program for high-risk infantswhich links their family, the neonatal intensive care unit (NICU), thecommunity hospital, and community agencies.

o To inform health care, education, and social _service providers aboutexisting services for high-risk infants and their families.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES;

A needs assessment is being conducted by the Oklahoma Commission onChildren and Youth. Development activities include services provided by amultidisciplinary team to families of infants in NICU. Intervention whichbegins in the NICU is later coordinated with community resources.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

OREGON

William Moore
Jane_ j'oews
Oregon State System of Higher Education
Teaching Research
345 N. Monmouth Avenue
Monmouth, OR 97361

TELEPHONE: 505/838-1220 EXT. 391

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

YEAR 2

Oregon Itas_a computerized system of tracking children who are significantly
handicapped and receive- services in various agencies. Teaching Research is
studying the long range effects of early childhood intervention in moderately
and severely handicapped children. Data studied has been accumulated over
a 12-year period.

Each local advisory committee develops a local comprehensive plan for
county services to significantly handicapped children birth to age five.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Early Intervention (El) statute of 1983 charged the Department of
Education and the Mental Health Division with the responsibility of
establishing rules outlining the criteria for determining which children would
be eligible to be recipients of the Early Intervention program.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

PENNSYLVANIA

Jill 1Lichty
Rick Price
Special Education Program Advisors
Bureau of Special Education
State Department of Education
333 Market Street
Harrisburg, PA 17276-0333

TELEPHONE: 717/783-6913

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR-2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

The needs assessment is in progress. Program11advisers have been selected tofacilitate and coordinate the program as_ well as interagency and advisory
counciL activities. Specific aspects of the comprehensive plan beingaddressed in addition to the needs assessment include the development of acommon philosophy, the establishment of local child-find and tracking
procedures, and the development of monitoring and evaluation procedures.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

A State-level interagency council of representatives from the Departments ofHealth, Education, and Welfare will assist in the needs assessment. Afterthe analysis of the results the needs assessment of the Council will assistwith the development of the comprehensive plan.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

PUERTO RICO

Luella Torres Martinez
Special Education Director (Acting)
Special Education Program for

Handicapped Children
Department of Education/Office 612
P.O. Box 759
Hato Rey, PR 00919

TELEPHONE: 809/764-8059

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

ELAMPLIND-GRkNT: YE-AR Z

1. Identified interagency resources that will promote interagency
collaboration.

2. Developed a comprehensive neeras assessment of existing resources and
deficiencies in service provisions.

3. Established a computerized information system for child tracking and
data management.

4. Developed policies, procedures, and regu;ations consistent with local and
Federal statutes.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Department of Education is to be the lead agency in a collaborative
planning effort which includes the commitment and invoLvement of the
Departments of Health and Social Service, Head Start, and other public and
private agencies and organizations, as well as parents and parent groups.

D-79 3 2



GRANT DIRECTOR:

RHODE ISLAND

Joan Karp
Tom Kochanek
Rhode Island ECSA
Rhode_ Island College
Department of Special Education
600 Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Providence, RI 02908

TELEPHONE: 401/456-8024

PLANNING-GRANT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

An extensive needs assessment study was completed and the results analyzed.The following deficiencies were uncovered and are being addressed: theneed for a screening_and assessment process; insufficiency of regionalservices; lack of an advocacy system; inadequate interagency informationmanagement systems; inadequate Statewide administrative systems; need for alegislative initiative.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Departments of Education, Health, Human Services, Children and TheirFaMilies and the Departments of Mental Health, Retardation, and Hospitals(MHRH) collaborate at the administrative level in model formulation. Stafffrom these departments participate in six interdisciplinary task forces. TheDepartment of Education will develop an interagency agreement with theState Head Start program.

D-80

393



GRANT DIRECTOR:

SOUTH CAROLINA

Helen Geesey
South Carolina Department of Education
Koger Executive Center
100 Executive Center Drive
Santee Building - Suite 824
Columbia, SC 29210

TELEPHONE: 803/758-6122

PL-A-NNTNG-G-R-A-NT VEXR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

1. Analyzed factors necessary for comprehensive services.

2. Conceptualized, 1thugh field research, appropriate links between
education and other human services.

3. Developed a comprehensive State plan.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The State education agency, the commissioners of the other human service
agencies, and _representatives of local school districts_ ars_ involved in the
State plan grant Each subgrantee (three local school districts) established a
local interagency advisory council, half of whose members are parents of
handicapped children. These local councils will conduct analyses of services
needed.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENT&

SOUTH DAKOTA

Paulette Levinson
South Dakota Division of

1 Education
Section_for Special Education
Richard F. Kneip Building
700 North Illinois
Pierre, SD 57501

605/773=3678

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR I

1. The South Dakota Division of1Education. completed one year of planningin the two year Planning Phase of the Early Childhood State PlanGrant programs and has opted to go into the first year of theDevelopment Phase of the grant.

Since 1976, South Dakota has inovided special education services topreschool children. The State Plan Grant has afforded the State theopportunity to analyze the updated needs assessment data.

3. Examined existing statutes, rules, and practices_ At,:t deliver services tothe birth to five handicapped population. Evidence is that the greaterneeds are in the components for parental involvement, personneldevelopment, interagency and management systems, information, andcoordination.

4, Formalized interagency agreements in place are to be updated.
5. Links are established with the Preschool Incentive Grant and also withLEAs.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENT&

TENNESSEE

Mary Porter
Tennessee Children's Services Commission
Suite 1600
James K. Polk Building
Nashville, TN 37216

615/741-2633

PLANNING-GRAN'P. YEAR 1

1. Developed interagency consensus about services to handicapped children
and high-risk infants and their families.

2. Designed and received approval for a State plan _reflecting shared
service delivery responsibilities of four primary State agencies.

ExpAnded the Preschool Services Planning Committee, established a
Parent's Advisors Committee, and worked with the Governor's Healthy
Children Task Force.

4. Disseminated information about early intervention and diagnosis.

5. Coordinated, strengthened, and maintained in a continuum all services
that identify, assess, diagnose, and serve children.

6. Continued work with the Preschool Analysis Project at Vanderbilt
University to develop a system for evaluating program effectiveness.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Interagency coordination involves State and local agencies, parents,
physicians, and_ related associations and groups. Participants represent the
governor's office; State Departments for Education, 11Hóãlth, and Human
Services; local public and private service providers; and Head Start.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

TEXAS

Mary Elder, Director
Donna Derkacz, Coordinator
Texas Department of Health
Early Childhood Intervention Program
1101 West49th Street
Austin, TX 78756

512/465-2671

PLANNINQ GRANT: YEAR 2

The project will develop a computerized Statewide identification system forchild identification and assurance of appropriate service.

MAJOR OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSES FOR 1985-1986:

To design a comprehensive, coordinated data collection system forchildren birth to age 6 years with developmental delays or at risk ofdevelopmental delay.

To d-eign in early childhood State plan.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

in 1981 the Texas Lethlature_ established the Early ChildhlodinterventionProgram to deVelop a Statewide system to identify and provide services tochildren birth to age 6 years at risk for, or with, developmental disabilities.Four agencies (Texas Education Agency, Department of Human Resources,Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation, and Department ofHealth) and a parent aminted by The governor were designated to form anInteragency Council for Early Childhood Intervention. Their charge was toestablish policies and procedures to ensure successful implementation ofauthorizing legislation.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

UTAH

Jerry Christensen
Handicapped Children's Services
2738 South ';000 East
Salt L:.;ke City, UT 84109

TELEPHONE: 801/533-6165

PLANNING-GRANT: Y-EA R- 2

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

I. Parents aided in the development of Utah's Preschool Survey and
participated in on-site needs collection meetings with the Project
Director.

The establishment of the Utah Legislation Parent Coalition was a major
factor in the State Legislature passing S.B. 50 mandating services for
all handicapped children ages three through five.

3. The Needs Assessment Survey was completed.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

A Joint Interagency Coordinating Committee has the legal responsibility to
coordinate all interagency efforts in Utah.

The project also has an interagency advisory board consisting of parents,
preschool providers, and representatives from various agencies.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

VERMONT

Marc E. 11

Kristen Hawkes
Vermont State Department of Education
Division of Special and Compentatory Education
120 State Street
Montpelier, VT 05602

802/8283141

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

Vermont has completed the two-year planning phase, including thedevelopment and completion of a Statewide needs and resource assessment,production of resource documents, draft of State Plan for Essential EarlyEducation, resource handbook, curriculum guide, Best Practice Guide, ParentHandbook, and the establishment of a procedure and structure for long-range interagency planning.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Agencies involved in development of the plan include the Agency of HumanServices; the Departments of_ Health, Mental Health, and Social andRehabilitative Services; Vermont Head Start; and the Department ofEducation.
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VIRGINIA

GRANT DIRECTOR: Rick Richardson
Office of Special and Compensatory

Education
Department of Education
P.O. Box 6-Q
Richmond, VA 23216

TELEPHONE: 804/225-2896

EL&IDALL_R_Z

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

L Assessed the education and related services available to handicapped
children birth to age 5 years and their parents.

Obtained maximum input from significant and relevant groups.

3. Planned for future development of a central data registry and a single-
point-of-contact referral iervice.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

An interagency group reviewed progress toward_ the project's objectives.
Four task forces from this 1group studied issues An depth. Ninety local needs
assessments included participants from the private sector, _related professions,
consumeri, higher education, and the medical community. Interagency
activities Will lay the foundation for the expansion and revision of the
current State plan.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHWNTS:

WASHINGTON

Susan Baxter
Joan Gaetz
Superintendent of Public Instruction
Division of Special Services
Old Capitol Building
Olympia, WA 98504

206/753=1233
206/753-0317

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

Activities have included regional awareness and training conferences_ to
introduce planning and coordination models from other states. Local
planning teams have been established to guide program development. A
needs assessment will examine legislative support, eligibility criteria, funding
mechanisms, and service overlaps or gaps among agencies.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

k_steering committee and task force has maximized cooperation with all
agerzies and institutions that have interest in and responsibility for children
age birth to age 6 years. Coordination is planned for activities relating to
P.L. 94-142 and the Preschool Incentive Grant
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

WEST VIRGINIA

Mary Pat Farrell
West Virginia Department of Education
Capitol Complex, Building 6, Room B-309
Charleston, WV 25305

TELEPHONE: 304/348-8830

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR I

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

I. Designed a Comprehensive State Plan to deliver special education and
related services to children birth to age 5 years.

Increased Statewide awareness about benefits of existing and potential
services and about the long-term effect of early intervention.

3. Assessed the current status of and specific needs for comprehensive
services.

4. Established a Statewide child tracking system for preSchnolers.

5. Worked closely with the State Interagency Presehooi Adv;sory Council
in developing interagency agreements needed to plan a comprehensive
service delivery system and increase pubic awareness.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Interagency Corporation will be fostered by the State Interagency Preschool
Advisory Council and by professional organizations with expertise in serving
handicapped preschool children.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

WISCONSIN

Jim McCoy
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
Division for Handicapped Children
125 South Webster Street
P.O. Box 7841
Madison, WI 53707

TELEPHONE: 608/266-1000

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 1

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

1. Assessed educational and related services available to or needed by
children birth to age 5 years.

2. Created an Early Childhood State Plan in cooperation with the State
Department of Health and Social Services.

3. Conducted a needs assessment using a matrix form, with help from a
20-member task force and consortium of State and local representatives.

4. Identified the need for interagency agreements, legislation, policies, and
administrative systems for special education and related services.

5. Identifitd financial resources for identifying, evaluating, and educating
children.

6. Developed dissemination system to increase awareness of services.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Needs assessment procedures and planning activities involve major
organizations, agencies, and institutions that currently provide educational
and related services.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

WYOMING

Carol Nantkes, Director
State Department of

Education
Curriculum and

Instruction Division
Hathaway Building
Laramie, WY 82071

TELEPHONE: 307/777-7414

PLANNIN-G-9R-ANT: YEAR 1

Armena Taylor, Coordinator
University of Washington
P.O. Box 3114
University Station
Laramie, WY 82071

307/766=5103

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

Provides technical assistance to early childhood program on an ongoing basis.

A needs assessment and a report on the state of the art on assessment tools
and techniques for early childhood is in progress.

To promote interagency cooperation, officials attended a
Intermountain Interagency Ins'ervice Institute Where an advisory
subcommittee, and a steering committee were selected.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

two-day
council,

Three levels of interagency activity are proposed. A steering committee of
State agency administrators will review services and make recommendations.
An advocacy council representing the State, parents, and services providers
will assist with the needs assessment. Subgroups will help with program
development.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

AMERICAN SAMOA

Jane French, Director
Caroline Clark, Coordinator
Department of Education
Special Education Division
Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799

684/633-1323
684/633-4989

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR 2

ACCOMPLISHMENT&

American Samoa's Special Education Division with the Department of Medical
Services and the Division of Early Childhood Education will develop a
cooperative agreement and conduct a comprehensive child-find effort.
Products include a needs assessment report of services for children birth to
age 5 years, a cooperative agreement document, and public awareness
materials.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

A cooperative agreement will be developed between the Early Childhood
Division and the Special Education Division within the American Samoa
Department of Education and the Department of Medical Services to clarify
the roles and responsibilities of each in regard to child-find efforts,
evaluation of current services, and pullic awareness. A task force of
parents, professionals, and community leaders will be formed to begin
planning activities.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

GUAM

Stephen Spencer
Department of Education
Division of Special Education
P.O. Box DE
Agana, Guam 96910

011/671/4772/8906
Overseas Operator 472/8703

PLANNING GRANT: YEAR I

Developed an Early Childhood State Plan for a comprehensive service
delivery system for handicapped and at risk children under age 5 years.

Completed a needs assessment with goals of developing a matrix of
services, evaluation data, a high-risk registry, and a computerized client
tracking system.

Conducted public awareness programs for parents and professionals onthe value of early intervention.

Developed a multiagency diagnostic/referral center.

Examined needs for legislation that would increase or improve
interagency service delivery.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES

Grant activities will operate in conjunction with the Tarritorial_Advisory
Council of the Handicapped. Planning will involve representatives from Stateagencies now providing services or those that might offer services in the future.
Collaboration is planned with all P.L. 94-142 programs.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

NORTHERN MARIANAS

Bobbi Figdor
Department of Education
Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas
Lower Base, Saipan
CNMI 96950

011/670=9311

PLANNING_GRANT: YEAR 2

Needs assessment in progress to be submitted in near future.
Special highlights of the project are: (1) Tutuhom I Tininizo (Where
Learning Begins), a quarterly newsletter; (2) a technical assistance workshop
for agencies providing services to children birth to age 5 years (the
workshop will deal with medical needs of children, parent
interaction/counseling, and the promotion of interagency collaboration);
(3) child-find brochures and public awareness information in Chamorro and
Carolinian, the local languages; and (4) a needs assessment report.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

The Department of Education will be subcontracting with: (1) the
Handicapped Children's Resource Center to develop a plan for
paraprofessional training; (2) the Protection and Advocacy Agency to develop
a plan for parent counseling; and (3) the Crippled Children's Services to
develop a plan for tracking children birth to age 5 years. Interagency
agreements will be developed with the Departments of Public Health, Youth
Services, and Education. An interagency group, established to act as an
advisory council and task force, includes representatives from service
providers and parents. A second interagency group will be formed to act as
a steering committee. This group will be composed of administrators from
agencies involved in services to handicapped children birth to age 5 years,
as well as representatives from the legislature and th,e governor's office.
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GRANT DIRECTOR:

TRUST TERRITORIES

Hamo W. Kuartei
Trust Territory of the Pacific
Department of Education
Special Education Programs
P.O. Box 27 CHRB
Capitol Hill
Saipan, CM 96950

TELEPHONE: 011/671-9312

PLANNING-GRANT: YEAR 1

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

A coordinator was hired at end of March, 1986. Needs assessment is inprogress.

Reports will include an interagency contact list, a description of current andneeded services, demographic information, status of current iegislation,
agency policies, training opportunities, and cost data. Interagency
agreements are anticipated during the first years. Data collected will beentered into a computerized system. A variety of public awareness andadvocacy activities are planned.

INTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

State and local education officials will participate in planning activities andwill supply _needed information, technical assistance, and related supportservices. Input is expected from the public health and vocationalrehabilitation departments, Head Start, day care providers, Advisory Councilfor the Handicapped, Community College of Micronesia, Western PacificSpecial Education Consortium/Early Intervention Project, MCH Project, andothers.



GRANT DIRECTOR:

TELEPHONE:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

VIRGIN ISLANDS

Priscilla Stridiron
Department of Education
Division of Special Education
P.O. Box 6640
St. Thomas, VI 00801

809/774-4399

PLANVING GRANT: YEAR I

1. Developed an Interagency Council to identify and develop collaborative
efforts.

2. Completed the needs assessment.

3. Conducted a comprehensive "child find" to identify handicapped and at-
risk children.

4. Designed a plan for developing management and administrative
standards, legislation, and policy as needed to support a comprehensive
service delivery system, involving comprehensive assessment, special
education and related services for all, continuum of placements,
involvement of parents in development systems, and coordination and
evaluation of services.

LvTERAGENCY ACTIVITIES:

Interasency agreements have been completed, and cooperatives with other
agencies such as the Developmental Disabilities Council have been evaluated.



A Descriotion-of-Eat-I-V-Child-hood Discretionary
Demonstration Grantl
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ALABAMA

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Helping Others Through Parent Education

Year of Funding: One

Grantee: Jef ferson County Association for Retarded Citizens, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves approximately 100 children birth to age five years.
Children with any type of handicapping condition are eligible for service.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project offers three delivery modes. The daycare program primarily
serves mildly handicapped children, although some severely handicapped children
are also served. The home is the second service environment Under this plan,
home therapists make home visits Weekly to work with _the child and train the
parents. The in-center program consists of highly specialized self-contained
services conducted on-site with participation by parents encouraged. Children in
the daycare rlogram are eligible for these services.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents participate in the development of their child's individualized
education plan. If possible, the parent is trained to work with the child at home.
The daycare option is considered in single= or two-parent families where one or
both parents work. Parents of children enrolled in the center-based program are
encouraged to attend at least one out of every four sessions.
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PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Madison Area High Risk Project

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Madison County Association for Retarded Citizens, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 30 to 40 children birth to 3 years who are considered at
risk for developmental delay& and other handicapping conditions. Children are
identified by the local neonatal intensive care unit and by other community
agencies. Families live in a predominantly rural 13-county area.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

An_eclectic program is provide& with various curricula used to supplement
the Hawaii Early Learning Prnfile (HELP). _All children receive home therapy and
attend a small group class on alternate week& Children also receive
speech/language therapy and physical/occupational therapy as needed.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Home visits_ with the parents_ are a major part_of the :intervention:services.
Partnts area taught :specific techniques for interacting with and teaching their
children. 1The project's director: has primary responsibility for helping parents
understand and tope with their child's handicapping condition. A parent
discussion time follows each biweekly group class;

D=99
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Grant Title:

Grantee:

ARIZONA

Developmental Infant/Sensory-Motor Project

St. Michael's Association for Special Education

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

This project serves Navajo Indian children birth to five years of age who
have congenital and genetic disorders. High priority is given to nonorganic
failure to thrive and to neglected or abused infantt.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Upon intake; each child is assigned to a multidbciphnary supporting team.
Following assessment, the child may be routed in one of three directions: (I) the
child may be served by the referring agency; (2) the child:inlay be_ enrolled in the
project's brief treatment program; or (3) the child_ may be enrolled in the
project's intensive treatment program In the brief_treatment program, the child
and/or family may receive crisis intervention; intense developmental guidance, or
parent training over___a three- to _four-month period. In the intenSive treatment
program, the_ ehild attends a center-based program that uteS the Education for
Multihandicapped Infants (EMI)- curriculum and addrettet all areas of development
for three to four months. Nonhandicapped infants spend a portion of the day in
the program to serve as models. After intervention, infants in the projects are
either mainstreamed into the regular school system or phased into other project
classes.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents_may participate in a training program dealing with such topics as
child _development, observation techniques, and intervention skills. Videotapes are
used extensively during training. The extended Navajo family clan system plays a
vital role in the welfare and well-being of the child.

D-I80

413



jaa2N1111,&_CLEANI

Childcare Options for Young Handicapped Children

Central Valley Children's Services Network

Grant Title:

Grantee:

CALIFORNIA

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children_ with all_ types of handicaps. Approximately 40=-- . .children age six weeks to six_ years are mainstreamed. To be admitted into the
program; the child must be able to benefit from mainstreamed group care and
must require care that can be delivered in the mainstreamed setting.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

_ _ The_ aim of the project is to increase the number of facilities that can
provide quality care for young handicapped children. For this reason, the project
does not serve children directly, but rather focuses on training caretakers. The
training program for daycare center staff and family daycare mothers takes place
over a ten;Week period. Weekly sessions cover topics snch as_ mainstreaming,
community services, nutrition,_ how children learn, and information related to
specific handicaps. Staff members provide on-site visits. When necessary, project
staff_contact existing agencies and secure specialized equipment for daycare homes
or centers, and see that the dietary needs of the child are supplemented in
eligible daycare programs.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project offers seminars in child care for the parerits Of young
handicapped children in cooperation with an exitting iterVice. TopicS covered
include issuts related to caring for a special needS child; _inforMation on specific
handicaps, home management problems and routines; cooperation and transitions
between child -care and home; use of community resources; and transition into
public Schodl. The project also organizes parent support groups;

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Community Agencies Cooperating Together (ACT)

Grantee: Stanislaus County Department of Education

D-101 414



CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project SenceS 25 children birth to age six ea s who are at risk fory r
full or partial fetal alcohol syndrome and their families. The project makes a
special effort to consider the differing needs of three family groups: chronic
alcoholics, teenage parents, and migrant families.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project operates a vigorous screening effort. Children who_ appear_ to
have fetal alcohol syndrome are assessed further in all areas nf de_velopment;
usihg Standardized, criterion-referenced,_ and observational tools: Parents and
Object Staff deVelop IEPs_for children accepted_into the program. Children and
their Parents are offered a wide range_ of services to facilitate their
developmental growth, including_ home instruction; integration into regular
education centers; speech, language; and physical therapy; support groups; and
telephone consultation. Two instructional models are used: the Portage Guide to
Early Education and the Individualized Critical Skills Model.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Services_ available to parents include one-to-one educational instruction
during home v:sits, parent training, information shariwg through monthiy
newsletters, counseling, and peer support groups. Parent hewsletters deal with
topics relevant to caring for a child with fetal alcohol syndrome. The project
also carries out seven parent education sessions using the "Connections" modules.

DEMONURATIONST-RANT

Grant Title Children in Hospitals: A Model Program (CHAMP)

Grantee: UCLA Department of Pediatrics, Center for Health Services

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The program serves hospitalized chronically ill children birth to age 5 years
and their parents- Children have leukemia, solid tumors, nonfunctional
gastrointestinal systems (and must be fed intravenously), or end stage of renal or
kidney disease, or have undergone vascular or cardiac surgery. More than 30
families have participated in the program.



PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project helps hospitalized chronically ill young children develop healthy
interactions with their parents and _optimal cognitive and emotional growth. An
Individual Intervention Plan is designed for each child based on an assessment of
the child and family's needs. Each child participates in play activities individually
or in a playroom program. Parents and surrogate parents are assisted in
providing consistent daily caretaking sensitive to the child's needs and play
activities based on the child's developmental level. Interactions with peers are
introduced to maintain socialization experiences.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Services for_parents are designed to help parents gain confidence in planning
for their children!s_total _needs, _Specific therapeutic interventions are made to
make_ aspects _of caregiving more_satisfying. Parents are interviewed to determine
attitu_des_ toward illness and concerns before, during, and after hospitMization.
Interactions between mother and child are observed. A Parent SatiSfaction
questionnaire is administered post hospitalization. Parenting stress and impact of
the illness on the family are also being assessed. A parents' group meets twice
weekly to help parents deal with stresses associated with hospitalization.

PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Supported Transition to Integrated Preschools (Project STIP)

Grantee: Department of Special Education
San Francisco Unified School District

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children age three to five years who demonstrate
"intensive special education and services needs," including mild to severe and
multiple disabilities.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project provides comprehensive and coordinated services to families,
children, and professionals_ during the child's transition from early intervention
programs to model integrated preschool classes. Children enrolled in special
education classes are integrated into existing child development and Head Start
classes based on needs and abilities. Instruction in the integrated classrooms is
provided in small groups in which nonhandicapped peers serve as models for the
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disabled children. The curriculum design emphasizes t e teaching
developmental and functional skills in integrated settings.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Three parents serve on the _advisory council. One parent is hired by the
project to provide input to the project and assist with dissemination activities.
Parents complete needs assessment surveys and complete follow-up questionnaires
to assess _the quality _and impact of services. Based on the needs assessment,
project staff create materials and a support network for parents as their children
move from early intervention programs or from no early intervention into public
school special education classes at age three years.

DEMONSTRATION GR ANT

Grant Title: Project PROTECT

Grantee: UCLA Intervention Program
University of California at Los Angeles

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

Approximately 20 to 25 infaiitt Who haVc been exposed prenatally to firugs
are served prenatally_ and during the first 18 months of life. The project
addresses needs of the infant, biölögical parents; foster parents, and staff.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Infants identified during the prenatal period receive intervention through
their mothers to promote a healthy delivery by improving the nutrition of the
mother and supporting her as she resists_ further drug use. During the newborn
period, a pediatrician and infant development specialist assess the infant's status
medically, behaviorally, and nutritionally. From these assessments, project staff
develop an intervention plan to provide a stable environment with modification of
the amount _of stimuli and with carefully paced introduction of appropriate
cognitive and social experiences. Home visits by the infant development specialist
provide the core of the intervention for ihe infant. When the infant reaches age
18 months, project staff, with the biological and/or foster parents, assist in the
infant's transition into community program(s).
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PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Inttrvention with the biological parent(s) focuses on individual needs of the
substance abusing parent(s) through counseling. Project staff assist the parent(s)
in developing an understanding of the medical, developmental, and environmental
needs of the infant. Supportive services begin during pregnanc and continue for
the 18-month period following the infant's birth. When an infant exposed
prenatally to drugs is placed in foster care, the supportive services of a foster
parent associate and the educational services of the infant development specialist
are provided for the foster parent(s).

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Parents and Visually Impaired Infants (PAVII)

Grantee: Blind Babies Foundation

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 20 visually impaired children birth to age three years.
Children vary in degree of visual impairment, as well as in additional physical,
mental, or developmental disabilities.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project operates a home-based program offering weekly home visits by
project staff to families of visually impaired infants and preschoolers. The social
basis of learning and the parent's role as an interventionist are emphasized. The
project is developing its own curriculum, the Socially Based Curriculum, which
integrates intervention into daily home routines.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The parent program seeks to develop and promote parental observation and
teaching skills; to promote parents'_ sense of competency through mutually
satisfying interactions with the infant, and to increase parent responsiveness to
infant behaviors. Parent training uses a "microteaching" approach involving
videotapes and immediate feedback. Parents and children also participate in a
weekly parent education/play class with sighted infants and their parents; The
project offers a support/counseling group which is facilitated by the project
psychologist.
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COLORADO

jahlaNaja--/MQ.
Grant Title: INREAL Model Demonstration Program

Grantee: University of Colorado Health Science Center

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 18 to 20 children age three to six years who have beenphysically or sexually abused and who are also developmentally delayed.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The_social, emotional, and educational needs of the handicapped abused childart _the focus of the project'S activities._ The project offers a continuum ofServices. The_most severely handicapped children are enrolled in ithe KempeCenter's self-contained preschool, while the community-based program :servesabused children within the local preschool, daycare center; or public school Withweekly on-site viSitt. Services include family interactional analysis, standardizedand play assestrnents, home and on-site visits, direct service in the classroom,individual therapy, family therapy, and Parent groups. _the INtei-REActiveLearning method (INREAL), A non-stigmatizing, naturalistic, child-centeredapproach, is used in all settinss within a psychoeducatiOnal therapeutic model.Children arc followed through the second grade.
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CONNECTICUT

pkigialsm&musi_g_zi-

Grant Title: Family Infant Resource Stimulation Team FIRST)

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Cheshire Department of Education

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project provides educational programming for 12 to 15_ moderately to
severely handicapped_ children_ and less intense support for 40 to 50 other
children, birth to age 3 years. Children accepted _into the _program have a
significant delay in two or more develop- lental areas, a serious trauma (such as a
major illness), or inadequate parenting. The primary caretaker must be willing to
participate in the program.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project provides a combined home- and center-based program with
flexible scheduling. Children attend the center-based program one to three days
weekly for one and one-half to two and one-half hours daily. Home visits (60 to
90 minutes) occur once or twice monthly to provide the parent with advice on
how to arrange the home environment to foster development of the child. In the
center-based program, the teacher and parent observe the child at play, develop
hypotheses, intervene, and evaluate the impact of changes.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS
. . .

Parents are involved in _all aspects of the program, from the initial
evaluation to exit. The program is intended_ to involve the whole family,
including grandparents and siblings. Consultants and specialists are_a_vailable _to
help parents as necessary. Parent progress is measured using a project-developed
questionnaire. Responses of parents involved in the program are compared to the
responses of parents not involved in the program.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DEMONSTR A TIO-NGRA-NT

Grant Title:

Year of Funding:

Grantee:

Chronically Ill Infant Intervention

One

Georgetown University HOSpital Child Development

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 16 infants who require prolonged (moire than 10 weeks)care in the intensive cart nursery (lCN) because of acute medical problem& Themajority of the infants strvel are premature and have prolonged needs forrespiratory support.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The Project provides educational intervention for chronically ill infants fromthe ICN until their entrance into community-based programs. During the infant'sstay in the ICN, the project provides a comprehensive sensorimotor interventionprogram which is incorporated into the child's medical management plan. Beforedischarge, the project nurse makes a home visit and coordinates services ofexisting community resource& During_ the home component, direct services areprovided using Lentliarfr,SEames for the First Three.LYAm. During the child'ssecond and third years, the intervention program shifts from the home setting toa center-based program.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Prior to the child's discharge from the ICN, the project team works with thefamily to help prepare for transition to home care. The family receives trainingand support in managing health needs and in carrying out the educationalprogram. Once a month, parents meet at the hospital for a parent group.
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DEMNSTRATION_GRANT

Grant Title: Parents and Preschoolers in Transition

Year of Funding: One

Grantee: Easter Seal Society for Disabled Children and Adults, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 54 preschoelers, age two to four years, and 80 parents.
Among the children's handicapping conditions are cerebral palsy, Down's
Synth ome, seizure disorders, muscular dystrophy, and orthopedic disabilities. Most
of the children are severely multihandicapped. All of the children served are
currently enrolled hi a preschool program for handicapped children.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The overall goal of this program is to prevent The regression that typically
occurs in children when They move from one program to another. The program
consists DU visits by the project coordinator or the child's sending teacher to the
receiving school: Initially, the visits take place to orient the receiving school to
the project. Later, the child's sending teacher, therapist, or project coordinator
observes the preschooler in his new environment and confers with the new
teacher regarding ithe child's therapeutic program. Upon request, the sending
teacher may provide consultation or demonstration related to appropriate activities
or resources for the child.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents going through the transition process with their child for the first
time are linked with a parent "buddy" who has successfully navigated a transition
experience. The buddy parents are available via telephone for support and
consultation. The project oversees a training program for parents who serve in
this role. Project parents also are offered training in stress reduction and in
appropriate procedures for transition and follow-up activities. Ail parents whose
children are in the transition program are invited to give the project direction.
Several parents serve on the advisory board.
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JaMONSTRATION-GRANT

Grant Title: Un Buen Comiengo/A Good Beginning

Year of Funding: Two

Grantee: Rosemount Center

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The program serves 17 mildly to moderately handicapped infants and
toddlers, mostly Hispanic, who have working parents who would benefit from amainstream bilingual and multicultural day-care setting. Project staff members
also train family home providers to work with handicapped infants and toddlers.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

. .Comprehensive services are provided within the infants' regular careenvironment. A transdisciplinary team consults regularly with classroom teachers
and provides inservice training for teachers and family home providers. Theproject uses English and Spanish versions of the Portage Project, the Individual
Program, and multicultural and bilingual materials developed by Rosemount Center.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parent services include daily written reports of child activities, weeklyconversations with teachers, parent support groups, topical meetings, and threeconferences yearly. Family assessment instruments include the Home Observationfor Measurement for the Environment and bilingual materials developed byRosemount Center.

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Adolescent-Infant Development Program

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Department of Pediatrics and Child Health
Howard University Hospital

D=110

42J



CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project provides intensive services for 15 to 20 infants and toddlers
birth to age 3 years whOse parents are adolescents (age 19 years or younger).
Mothers can be referred to Project AID based on medical criteria for medium to
high risk of delivering a handicapped infant. AID also identifies and screens 250
adolescents each year.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Individual education plans are developed based on assessment information.
During the first year of life, the infant or toddler receives regular 30- to 60-
minute enrichment sessions in the home. The child is evaluated yearly to
determine progress and to update goals and objectives. Infants are often
identified at the neonatal intensive care nursery, and intervention may begin
there and continue in the home.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents are involved in all phases of the program. From the prenatal period
through the delivery of the infant and the first three years of the infant's life,
parents are instructed and assisted in the medical, educational, developmental,
nutritional, and safety needs of their infants. Parents also are helped with their
personal development and educational needs (help with school plans, information
on job training, employment, daycare).
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FLORIDA

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Strategic Training for Rura: Education Targeting Children
Who are Handicapped (Project STRETCH)

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Alucha County Association for Retarded Citizens

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves handicapped children birth to age 5 years who live inrural Florida.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Professionals make weekly visits to the home. One focus of the project isto help parents enjoy their child, so play activities are demonstrated to encouragepositive interaction. The project also tries to help parents learn to developinstructional objectives for their children, observe developmental milestones, andrecord daily progress. Parents and the child development specialist developindividual education plans (IEP) for the children.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents' needs aro assessed when they enter the program, and goals areformulated. Parents also fill out the Parenting Strcss_ Index (PSI) which reflectsthe level of stress they feel in 14 different domains. Parents are offered avariety of optians_which include individual instruction, family support meetings,small-group meetings, monthly parent meetings, involvement on the advisorycouncil, Saturday morning workshops, toy-making workshops, and sibling fneetinp-An individual family plan is developed for each family based on parent needs, thePSI, the HOME, and observations.
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GRANT

Grant Title: High School/Preschool Partnership Program

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: School Board of Pinellas County

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves three populations: (1) ten mildly to moderately
handicapped and 20 nonhandicapped children age 3 to 6 years; (2) high school
students enrolled in a child care program who are interested in careers in child
care, early childhood, special education, and allied fields; and (3) infants birth_ to
age 3 years who need to be screened for possible disabilities. The handicapped
children have physical, visual, and hearing impairments; speech and language
disabilities; or mild to moderate retardation.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The handicapped children are enrolled full-time in a district class for
prekindergarten children with varying exceptionalities. They are fully
mainstreamed with community preschoolers three mornings weekly. Each
handicapped child has an individual education plan (IEP). The community toddler
screening program is offered several times per year at no charge.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parm,,% help evaluate the program, develop IEPs for their children, and serve
on the advtsury committee. Bimonthly parent groups meetings are held throughout
the county. Parents also are encouraged to volunteer in the classroom or
observe.
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GEORGIA

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Contingency Response Intervention for Infants of AdolescentParents

Grantee: Northeast Health District, Clark County Board of Health

CHARACTER7STICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves potentially handicapped infants of adolescent mothers.Eligibility is determined on the basis of both biological risk factors and parentand family Variable& Twenty infants and their families will be served. Childrenare served through their second birthday or until they are no longer consideredat risk (based upon established criteria).

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Initial contact between the high-risk _expectant parent and the familyintervention specialist (FIS) takes place in the prenatal clinic. _Within three daysafter the baby is born, tf.41 FIS visits the mother in the hospital; they discusswhat to expect when the child is brought home and the importance of qualityinteractions between the mother and child. Home visits_are made weekly for thefirst eight weeks, biweekly for the next 24 weeks, and monthly through the timethe child reaches 24 months of age.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project attempts_to help families overcome environmental problems whichmay interfere with the child's well-being or development. Through aquestionnaire, the F15 identities the needs of the home and makes referrals to theappropriate agencies. During home visits,_ the FIS redirects the parents' mostnegative responses toward more positive alternatives. During in-home teachingsessions, the FIS interprets the baby's behaviors for the parent and modelsappropriate responses.
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HAWAII

UMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Ho'opa Ola Project

Grantee: Communications Disorder Clinic
Kapiolani Women's & Children's Medical Center

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

This project serves 10 - 12 infants under 30 months of age, with a hearing
loss of sufficient degree to require amplification.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project has adapted the SKI-Hl_curriculum to meet the linguistic and
cultural needs of families from three ethnic backgrounds. The project offers a
flexible range of home-based and clinic-based services.
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PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title:

Grantee:

IDAHO

Family Involvement with At-Risk and Handicapped Infants
Special Education Department, University of Idaho

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves at-risk and handicapped infants b:sth to age 3 years andtheir families, regardless of the type or severity of handicap.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Child and family _needs are considered simultaneously 1in programmingdecisions. After family and child _are assessed,_objectives for the entire_ familyunit are identified.__Parents select from servicc options that include: _(1) a home-based program of_early intervention; (2) a mainstream center;based_ program forthe infant_ (3) a program that combine& the home- and center-based options; (4)parent support activities; (5) infant/caregiver interaction training groups; and (6)instructional classes based on _family needs. The curriculum for child interventionis based on the Systematic Instruction Model. Children work on sensory-motor,motor-communication, social, and self-care skills.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

At entry, a family profile _is obtained that includes a needs assessment,stress_evaluation, assessment of coping strategies and family adaptability, and ananalysis of family responsibilities and roles. Families_ and staff develop a FamilyIntervention Plan that incorporates the strengths and needs of all members.Families then select a series of goals which are consistent with their profile.Examples of family services are assistance with accessing resources, familycounseling, support groups, partnt-to-parent activities, parent education on infantintervention, and direct involvement with infant programming in the classroom andin the home.
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INDIANA

PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Neighborcare: Integrated Family Day Care Home Model

Grantee: Purdue University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves approximately 6 to 12 handicapped children birth to age 5
years. Children are served regardless of their handicap with the exception of
those having severe physical disabilities.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

One of the project's goals is to increase both the level and the coordination
of services to handicapped preschool children. A second goal is to provide full-
time child care and educational services for handkapped preschool children in
mainstreamed family day-care homes (FDCH). A third goal is to train FDCH
providers to care for handicapped children. Providers can choose to enroll in the
Child_ Development Associate program, a nationally recognized field- 1and
competency-based training program for early childhood educators. _FDCH providers
are also trained to use the HICOMP Curriculum and prescriptive teaching
techniques and to develop individual education plans (IEP). After successful
completion of training, providers receive a Neighborcare certificate.

Grantee: The Capper Foundation

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 18 to 20 children age 2 years 9 months to school age
who arc primarily physically handicapped and have secondary handicaps in fine-
and gross-motor, speech, language, cognitive, and social skills. Ten
nonhandicapped preschoolers are also served.
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PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project implements a reverse mainstreaming program. By offering f nil-time day care, the project attracts parents who enroll their nonhandicappedchildren in the existing program for developmentally delayed children. Staffmembers identify strategies and methods to facilitate interaction betweenhandicapped and nonhandicapped children and the participation of nonhandicappedchildren as models in treatment.



KENTUCKY

D,EMONSTRATION GR5NT

Grant Title: Sequenced Transition to Education in the Public
Schools (STEPS)

Year of Funding: Two

Grantee: Child Development Centers of the Bluegrass, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project has developed procedures to be used by agency preschools which
serve 180 handicapped children birth to age 5 years with follow-up services to
children age 6 years who have exited the preschool programs. Handicapping
conditions of children served include one or more significant delays in major
developmental areas (fine/gross motor, speech/language, cognition, and social/self-
help skills). Severity ranges from mild to severe/profound levels.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

1 he goal of the project is to develop and implement a community-wide
interagency model for facilitating the successful transition of handicapped children
from preschool programs to the least restrictive environment placements in public
schools. The project establishes an interagency agreement plan with the public
school outlining how children will move from preschool into public sehool and how
teachers and project personnel will collaborate to place the child in th6 least
restricfive environment. Transitional class options have been developed according
to each child's individual needs.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

_Parent involvement is a key factor in the successful transition of
handicapped children from preschool programs to the public school. The project
sponsors a multilevel parent program which includes group inservice, individual
inserivice parent newsletter; a parent resource center network, and linkage to
supplemental services.. During the transition year, parents are informed of
advocacy issues and are introduced to the various service options available to
their children. Individual educational plans include objectives rdlated to parent
linkage to the public school.
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DEMONSTRATION-GRANT

Grant Title: Direct and Indirect Service Delivery to Handicapped Infants
Of Teenage & Adult Single Parent Families

Year of Funding: Two

Grantee: Rosenwald Child Development Center
Kentucky State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 20_ children, birth to age 3 years, of teenage and adult
single-parent fami'ies. Children served are developmentally delayed or high-risk
for developmental delay. Biological and environmental risk factors are used todetermine eligibility for service.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Children receive one and one,half hours of interventiOn services weekly.
Older children attend group activities in the project clattroOdi biweekly. Home-based services are provided for younger infantt and their families and for otherchildren when required due to family Situation. Diiiing the home-based sessions,the teacher and parent di,cuss_ the child's past performance, develop aninstructional plan, and implement the Plan and activities.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

A teen parenting program, in coOperation with the local hospital and public
schools; is_ provided for single, teen parents,_ age 17 years and younger. Adultsingle parents, age 18 yearS and older, participate in another program, In bothprograms, parents and familieS receive information and support thrOugh family lifeclasses, parent-to-parent groups; and counseling. ParentS and families areencouraged to participate directly in the instructional planning, implementation
and evaluation of their child's program. Individual notebookS of instructions andactivities are developed by staff members and Parents to facilitate parents'interaction with their children at home.
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MAINE

pE-mo-NsT RN-110-N-GR ANT

Grant Title: Preventive Retention Project

Grantee: Department of Mental Health and Retardation

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

Approximately 80 infants will be identified and served each year. _Risk
categories include Organic _physical and mental handicaps, circumstances of birth,
and environmental conditions that could be expected to lead to emotional or
behavioral disorders or developmental delays. The program also serves the
families of these infants.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project's objectives arc: to institute comprehensive newborn screening
procedures and subsequent assessments; to develop an interagency,
multidisciplinary service system using existing service providers; to measure the
effectivenett Of the screening and service delivery systems; to provide staff
development and training; and to disseminate the model throughout the State in
anticipation of Statewide replication. Screening to identify handicapped and at=
risk children takes place during pregnancy, at delivery, or during the perinatal
period. After assessment, these children are referred to "Family Support Teams,"
drawn from private and public agencies.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parent-child interactions are measured using the Home Observation for
Measurement of the Environment (HOME), structured home observation scales, and
the Feeding_Scale. Measures of family functioning include the Schedule of Recent
Events, the Family Support Scale, and the Questionnaire of Resources and Stress.



DEMONSTRATION- GRANT

Grant Title: Washington County Children's Program

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Child and Youth Board of Washington County

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves handicapped children birth to age 3 years and their
families in rural northeastern Maine. The parents must be willing to be involved
and cooperate with programming for their child.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project,trains local residents, known as town home advisors, to provide
services to handicapped children and their parents. The project offers a
combination home- and center-based prcgram. The home-based facet of the
program is designed to meet the specific needs of the child and the parent. On
alternate weeks, when home visits do not occur, the parents, children, and staff

imembers participate n a two-hour group session at the center.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project develops an individual education plan (IEP) for each child's
primary_caregiver. The IEP is based on assessment (using the NCAST Assessment
Scales developed by the University of Washington School of Nursing) of the
parent's skills in three areas: feeding, t6aching, and the home environment. The
Parent and town home advisor work together to develop activities to improve the
Parent's skills in weak areas. A family support specialist works with the families
and project staff members to provide supportive mental health services. The
project offers parent support and education groups.

4 36
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DEMONSTR ATION -GRANT

Grant Title: Rural Utilization of Resources to Awaken Learning (RURAL)

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: School Administrative District #62

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves six to nine children age 3 to 5 years. Most children
accepted into the program display mild to moderate handicaps (developmental
delays; emotional, social, or behavioral problems; physical handicaps; speech or
language impairments).

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project provides an integrated learning experience in a center-based
classroom. The curriculum focuses on the development of the child's social,
cognitive, and motor skills. Therapeutic sessions are interspersed with
opportunities to participate in more traditional preschool experiences such as sand
and water play, painting, and dress-up. In addition to individualized classroom
experience, handicapped children may participate in other instructional experiences
including individual tutorial sessions, specialized small-group instruction, and
home-based training.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents are encouraged to use their talents and skills to contribute to the
program. Parents may serve as aides in the classroom, make instructional
materials, and host parent meetings. Activities for parents are based on
identified needs and are provided by a parent support group.
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MASSACHUSETTS

DEMONSTRATIONGRANT

Grant Title: Parents and Children Together (PACT)

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: South Shore Mental Health Center Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

PACT serves 45 high-risk children and children with_ special needs birth to
age 5 years whose parents are incarcerated or are being treated for alcoholism ordrug addiction. Parents must be receiving services from an adult agency
represented on the PACT board.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project acknowledges that parents' basic needs must be met before they
can meet the needs of their children. The project offers direct and transition
services to children and their families. The _project brings together a board ofadult, child, and social service agencies to form a transagency alliance which
results in a comprehensive, family-focused service plan for children and their
parents.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

First, families receive short-term, intensive, home-based services. Then, the
families are supported and_trained in advocacy skills while they are phased into
existing community agencies and educational programs. Finally, follow-up support
is provided to the family while consultation and technical assistance is provided
to the accepting agency. The project also offers education and support groupsfor adult agency staff and parents.

4 3
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PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Pathways for Children

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Enable, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children with life-threatening illnesses or degenerative
diseases. Children served are birth to age 3 years and profoundly ill and at
home; age 3 to 8 years and homebound duc to their debilitating medical
conditions; and age 3 to 8 years and able to function in a school setting.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Project staff members try to maximize each child's developmental potential
and increase each child's ability to cope with death and degenerative disease.
Services are determined by the child's condition and include individual play
therapy. Staff members teach professionals to better serve seriously ill children
and support classmates.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Direct intervention includes support groups for parents and individual support
for siblings, resource packets, and instruction for home-care management. Allservices are aimed at maintaining the child in the least restrictive environment,
preparing the family to cope with anticipated changing educational needs andservices as the child's condition deteriorates, and maximizing choices available tothe family.

30
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PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Infant-Toddler Demonstration Project

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Language and Cognitive Development Center

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children under age 30 months who exhibit unusual social-
emotional behavior patterns and developmental, speech, and_ language delays of six
months or more. Typically, the children have neurological problems, exhibit
autistic or autistic-like syndromes, or have experienced severe emotional or
environmental deprivation. Over the three-year grant period, the project will
screen about 60 children and initiate treatment for 20 to 30 children. One-third
to one-half of the children served are Hispanic and/or Black.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project provides screening, identification, and early inter ..ation for
children. Two -)ne-hour sessions with the parent and child involve intensive
cognitive developmental work within the structure of the child's relationship with
the parent. Regular home visits arc made monthly to generalize program
activities from center to home.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents are required to help instruct their_ children and attend a seven-
session parent education workshop. Parents receive emotional support from
weekly parent support groups, therapy, family advocacy, sibling ser ices, and sign-
language classes.



Grant Title: Identification and Remediation of an At-Risk Preschool
Population

Grantee: Children's Language Institute, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves neurologically impaired, language= and learning-disabled
children age 2 1/2 to 5 years.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project prepares preschool, language- and learning-disabled children forsuccessful entry into regular school and_ helps them attain a level of success
commensurate with their level of intelligence. Children attend a half-day programfive days wcekly. A project-designed curriculum combines language and cognitivelearning. Four normal children are enrolled in the classroom as peer models. Ageneral preschool framework is used for class scheduling, though all curriculum islanguage based.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

A social worker Icads weekly group counseling sessions and parent workshopsfor trainingin child development and behavior management techniques. Individualcounseling sessions and home visits are scheduled as needed. The speech/languageps thologist visits each child% home five times a year to consult individually withthe family about appropriate experiences for the child.
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MICHIGAN

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Family Day Care Project

Grantee: Family Day Care Project

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

This project trains family day-care providers from_ Washtenaw County to care
for children with special needs. Day-care_ providers_ register _for a series of
seminars And workshops and receive regular home visits_from the special services
coordinator. A special effort is made to reach those people already providing day
care to handicapped children.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Practical seminars span eight-month intervals. The curriculum focuses on
four areas of special care: physical, cognitive, emotional, and sensory. Trainees
are taught observation and screening techniques, bhávitháL management, and
special care techniques. Some seminars address_parenting skills with emphasis on
the interaction between children and the providers. Child development workshops
stress understanding of cognitive stages and how these relate to the planning of
appropriate activities for children. Enrollees are exposed to iSsues related to the
care of adopted, biracial, abused, neglected, and at;risk children and infants.



MISSISSIPPI

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Language Development Model - Choctaw

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Handicapped Children's Early Education
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves handicapped Choctaw Indian children birth to age 5 years.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Staff members visit the home once a week to teach and train parents.
Meetings are held once a month for parents to share concerns _and common
problems in raising children with special needs. The first effort of the program
is to help parents understand their handicapped children. The goal of the
program-is to increase the children's language development Materials_f ram the
Portage Parent Program and Rottage Parental Behavior_Inventory are used to help
childreres_language dev_elopment. Following the Portage Guide to Early Education,
staff members write individual activity charts and language development guides
that focus on traditional Choctaw arts and crafts (sewing, cooking, music, art,
wood working, beading, basketry, weaving).

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents arc considered primary educators of their children. Staff members
train parents to teach their children English language skills; refer families for
medical, psychological, and social services; provide parents with education
experiences;_ organize support groups; and involve parents in the planning and
operation of the project.
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MONTANA

PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Co;TEACH

Grantee: University of Montana

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project SerVes eight and four year old _handicapped children, all of whom
will be eligible_ for public school special services in the years Subsequent to their
enrollment in "Co=TEACFL" At least four of six handicapping conditions arepresent: mild mental retardation, moderate to severe mental retardation, sensoryimpairment, physical or medical problems, multiple handicaps, and autistic orautistic-like behavior

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The major aim of this project is__ta ensure that child progress observed in
early_ intervention programs is maintained. Features include assessment ofadaptive behavior requirements in receiving classrooms, child training in academic.-
independence and Social competence, involvement of receiving teachers in thepreschool program, and use of a "buddy system" in which older students arepaired with younger handicapped students.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents participate each week in the classroom. Parents learn through on-
the-job training, and, when necessary, through workshops and short courses, andtrain other staff to carry out their child's therapy program. Later, parents train.*.he receiving teacher to deliver preschool-developed therap,i programs.
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Grantee:

NEBRASKA

Department of Psychology, University of Nebraska

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children birth to age five years oU varying cognitive
abilities who_have severe motor impairments. Most are nonambulatory and have
essentially no functional hand use. Ten children are served in preschool
classrooms; six infants and toddlers will be served in homebound programs.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The primary goal of the project is to enable children to control aspects of
their environment through the use of microcomputers. Following a comprehensive
assessment of the child's needs, project staff select and adapt appropriate
hardware and software. Switches to operate the computers are selected for each
child, taking into account the child's positioning requirements and range of
movement. The children use software programs that are designed to build social
and self-help skills as well as cognitive and communication skills.

The model project is carried out within an existing public school program for
handicapped infants and preschoolers. Preschool-age children attend preschool
five_ days weekly for four hours each _day. Infants are enrolled in a home-based
program which offers two one-hour home visits weekly, as well as the
supplemental services of an occupational therapist and a physical therapist.



NEVADA

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Parent and Child Early Education Resources (PACEER)

Grantee: Research and Educational_Planning Center
University of Nevada - Ren3

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

This project serves children birth to age 3 years who arc severely to
profoundly handicapped or are at medical Or environmental risk for developmental
delays. Normally developing peers also are served. The project expects to serve
45 children during the three years of the demonstration grant.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project offers weekly Toddler Group and Parent/Child Group sessions at
the center individual sessions in the home or center are available, weckly
Based on assessment information and parent input, individual development aoah
are established in the areas of cognition, communication, motor, social, and self-
help. Therapy services are provided on a consultation basis. Nonhandicapped
peers and siblings are involved in the program.

The project conducts inservice staff development activities and, through the
University of Nevada at Reno, provides a site for professional preservice and
inservice training.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project works to enhance _interactions between parents _and :children.
Parents are asked to be present and to participate in all individual sessions with
their Child. The project offers opportunities_ for classroom volunteering; eiate_iit
groups; group parent-child sessions in the classroom; and special speakers and
individual connseling led by the parent coordinator. A Dad's _Group meets
monthly. Classes are offered in topics such as child development; advocacy; legal
issues; and coping with_ stress. Parents are involved in project planning; _child
assessment; program implementation; and evaluation. A family assessment tool has
been developed and implemented.
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NEW JERSEY

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Children's Optimal Progress in Neurodevelopmental Growth
(COPING)

Grantee: John F. Kennedy Medical Center

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

COPING ser_ves families with children birth to age 3 years who have
neuromotor dysfunction as evidenced by abnormal muscle tone, postural instability,
developmental delay, and problems of sensory integration.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Th6 COPING program integrates medical, therapeutic_and educational services
designed to enhance the life outcomes of children by increasing their development
skills and adaptive coping beiiaviors. Intervention focuses on increasing the
children's developmental capabilities in the areas of postural control, mobility,
manipulation, cognitive processing, and communication. Specific strategies are
used to help the children learn to cope more effectively in their day-to-day
environments. Children receive services one to three days per week in center- or
home-based settings;

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

A Coping with Stress model is used as the basis for intervention with
families. Parents use self-rated assessment instruments to identify their stressors,
coping resources, and vulnerabilities, and collaborate with project staff to develop
personalized family intervention plans.
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Grant Title: Language Interaction Intervention Project

Grantee: Rutgers Medical School

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children agt 2 to 5 years who exhibit cognitive and
language delays.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project_is designed to train mothers to communicate effectively with
their children _and to improve their children's communication. Children andmothers _receive two hours of programming twice weekly_ For the first hour of
programming, mothers and children are separated. Mothers are trained in the useof language and application of Specific techniques. Children are involved in
developmentally appropriate activities with a speech pathologist. During thesecond hour, mothers participate in the classroom with their children.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Mothers participate in biweekly training sessions designed to: (1) increaseunderstanding of principles of early language development; (2) increaseunderstanding of how their own speech contributes to the children's language
development;_ t3) increase ability to map the objects, events, and actions in thechildren's seeable world; and (4) increase ability to respond contingently to theirchildren's communication& Mothers participate in_classroom activities with theirchildren and practice skills and techniques learned in the workshops. Biweeklyhome visits are made to encourage generalization of skills from the classroom tothe home.

4 4
13=134



NEW MEXICO
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Grant Title: Training in Parenting Skills (TIPS)

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The_ project serves 20 families, each of which has at least one
developmentally disabled parent serving as primary caretaker to children birth to
age six years.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The activities of the project are primarily directed toward the parents and
community :service providers, although the goal of_ the project is to_ reduce _or
eliminate the risk for developmental disabilities in children whose parents are
developmentally disabled. Intervention takes place in the home; the project's
home-type cznter4 and settings in other agencies, Individual sessions and weekly
play groups for parents aad children are designed to meet the individual needs of
the child; Project staff assist parents in finding the most appropriate educational
and social setting for the children served.

GRANT

Parent-Infant; Growth, Advocacy and Planning (GAP)

University of New Mexico, School of Medicine
Department of Pediatrics/Neonatology

ACTERIS1 R.'S OF TARGET POPULATION

ne children and families served by this project receive care within the
university's newborn intensive care unit. Over 530 premature or critically ill
infants are admitted to the unit each year; Over half the children are Hispanic
or Native American;

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The primary goal of this project is to apply an integrated
inedieJ/developmental intervention model that maximizes the developmental
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potential of the parent and infant Developmental_ intervention is designed to fitnaturally into the medical routine. Training attivitiesi routines; and materials
prepared for parents, nurses, and voluntett cUddlers promote optimal development
during daily activities such aS diaPering, feeding; and medical procedures.
Specific intervention prograMS are designed and implemented when needed. Theparent's relationship With the infant is defined by direct teaching, modeling,
repoition,_ and positiVe reinforcement. Parents are encOuraged to learn about
their children; _about Services and service systems available, and how to advocatefor their children after discharge. Continued infant assessment and support toParentF is available:
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DEMONSTRA-TION-GRA N-T

Grant Title:

NEW YORK

Young Babies, Young Moms A Training Program for
Adolescent Mothers

Grantee: Cantalician Foundation, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF T.' 7 POPULATION

This project serves -others. The mothers must be unfamiliar
with child-care commu, ... =. have an at-risk, handicapped, or
developmentally or pl. -fi: ,'..,., infant birth to age 36 months; have a
definite need to necu.. 01 ,a about educational programs for their child;
and be economically disidv:. .';.d li,.e p agram also addresses the specific issues
surrounding devc:opmentally d6pycC Or Mentally retarded mothers.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

In the classroom component, classes convene three times weekly and cover
topics in education, psychosocial development, health care, and family services.
Classes continue for eight months and are followed by home visits for three
months.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The curriculum is an expanded version of the Infant Stimulation/Mother
Training materials which focus on teaching child development to young mothers
and improving the amount and quality of interaction between mother and infant.

Thr, project also helps mothers develop home management, budgetary, and
community adaptation skills. The Family Services component of the project uses
a curriculum adapted from the Cantalician Center for Learning's Specialized
Family Program and the Infant and Toddler Learning Program. Toddlers can
attend class three times weekly. A play learning specialist also works with
mothers to carry over classroom learning to the home environment.
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DEMONSTRA-TION GRANT

Grant Title: Special Friends and Computer Project

Grantee: United Cerebral Palsy Association of Western New York, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves approximately 24 motor- and language;impairedpretchoolers age three to five years and their parents. Four groupS are targeted:(1) Severely physically handicaPPed children of normal intelligence who are non-.'ocal communicators; (2) seVerely physically handicapped children of normalintelligence who are vocal communicators; (3) communicating multihandicappedchildren who function intellectually 1.5 standard deviations or more below themean of the general population; and (4) verbal learning disabled children who havemild physical handicaps.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project uses computer-based learning and play to develop communication,socialization, and school survival skills in the target group Handicapped childrenare paired with nonhandicapped children for computer work under the supervisionof a staff member or parent in one and one-half hour sessions twice weekly.Software used deals with: pre=academic readiness skills, communication skills, andsocialization and play/exploration. Computer hardware is modified to meet theneeds of physically handicapped students.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents are trained along with staff and work directly with the childrenunder the supervision of project staff members. Training session& provide anorientation to the project, exposure to software and hardware, introduction toplay activities, discussion of follow-up activities, and information regarding themanagement of children's personal needs and behavior during transportation andat the labs.
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DEMONSTR&TION GRA-N-T

Grant Title: Television Instruction for Parent Support (TIPS)

Grantee: Young Adult Institute, Inc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project will reach about 500 mentally retarded infants and young
children, their parents, and other family members who reside in the New York
metropolitan area and Westchester County.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN AND PARENTS

Through a project-developed weekly television series, families receive
training, cou.lseling, crisis intervention, life planning, information and referral
services, and other support seTviCes essential to the maintenance of a handicapped
child in the community. By providing a cost-effective, comprehensive, coordinated
network of support in the most accessible placethe home--the project expects to
help avert unnecessary family dissolution and institutional placement of disabled
children. A hotline staffed by trained individuals guides parents to appropriate
resources. The series will be translated into Spanish and simulcast via radio.

DEMONS-T-R&T-ION-GR ANT

Grant Title: Children Who Are Hearing-Impaired in Mainstream
Environments (Project CHIME)

Grantee: Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) of
Nassau County

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves six to eight hearing-impaired children age 2 to 5 years
who attend the BOCES Program for the Hearing Impaired. Degree of hearing loss
ranges from mild to profound.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Children attend a mainstream program at a demonstration preschool site up
to three mornings weekly. The remaining time is spent at the BOCES Hearing
Impaired Preschool Prograni. Ler gth of time for placement varies according to
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each child's individnal education plan (IEP). The project-developed curriculumused in denr)nttration mainstream sites is an adaptation of traditional nurseryschool activitiet. Prototype preschool sitet that will serve as demonstrationcenters include a regular nursery school, a day care center,_ a mother/child playgroup, and nurSerY schools affiliated with religious institutions.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Activities center around:: training parents to :teach their childrencommUnication skills at home, Parents of mainstreamed_ children attend monthlyparent education clasSeS which focus _on project-related information:, _Parents ofboth handicapped and _nonhandicapped children can attend workshops andorientation sessionS pertaining to the mainstreaming of hearing-impaired children.Parents of handicapped children attend conferences about their children's IEPsand help gather data.

DEMQNSTRATION GRAW.

Grant Title: Creating Least Restrictive Options

Grane: Syraeuse University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves children who are auti-ttic, emotionally handicapped, ormultihandicapped. Children age I to 6 yearS attend the demonstration classroom,and children age 3 to 7 years participate in the consultation component.

PROGR AM FOR CHI!,DREN

Tie oject operates_ a model mainstreaming_ program with siic claSsrooms.E r c 1,1S-tool :las a_ ratio of two nonhandicapped children to one child withpeci' 7.ceds ik speech and language therapist works with the children daily.The ho.,ps with placement of children in m nstream classrooms by workingwith th: -:Asseocin teacher, providing_crisis intervention, and introducing materialSon int: f,tated programming for teachers and adminis,rators.

i'F.OGRAM FOR PARENTS

7,''.treotS are invited to participate in parent groups and community workshops.P4rents :nay also receive at-home and in-school training and intensive:onsultation.
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NORTH CAROLINA

PEMQNSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Helping Agencies Promote Parent Empowerment through
Networking (HAPPEN)

Year of Funding: One

Grantee: Appalachian State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The population served includes the_family of any_ handicapped or at-risk
child, birth to age eight years; who requires assistance in the networking of
services among different agencies; Twenty to 25 families who reside in a four-
county rural area will be served during the first year; Half of these families are
economically disadvantaged. Priority is given to minority or underwrved children.
Special effort is_given to assist children and their families in the transition fr.:,m
regional hospital care back to their home communities, and from prescl--,ol
services to the public schools.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project focuses on mediating linkages between families and service
providers and between families and informal support networks. Already available:
services are accessed and networked_ to meet the individual needs of the child and
family. The project includes members of all ecological units (siblings, relatives,
friends; church members; community members) as resources that bear on the well-
being of the handicapped child.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project attempts to involve all members of the family. It offers
advocacy training, ancillary support (physical; emotional; etc.); communication
training, and other cervices and activities that enhance the parent's ability to
ensure the child's needs will be met as linkages develop. Parents also serve on
the project's advisory council and help to evaluate the program. The project
offers workshops for siblings.
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PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Charlotte Circle Project

Year of Funding: One

Grantee: University of North Carolina at Charlotte

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The program sc., es 7 to 12 children birth to like three years who reside inMecklenburg Courty v.c.1 ar," everely or profoundly r '.arded.

PROGRAM i'OR CHILDREN

The nijc of the project is to enhance the relationship:between parentsand ithrit nandi-yanpe_d children by increasing the_ child's responsiveness, reducingthe fr.,.c.1:Lency of Stressful:behaviors, promoting_ the acquisition: of developmentalskills, and prcviding respite care. Each_ child spends 17 _hours weekly in thecenter-_beksed pTograminnd ireceives a one-hour weekly home, visit. Center;baSedaCtivities iriclude_musie,_ tactile, visUal, end auditory _stimulation; vocal play;Occupational and_physical therapy; oral stimulation; Therapeutic feeding; languagestimulation; toilet training; and recinction of identified interfering behaviors.During the _horne yisit, staff members observe parents conducting SPecifiedactivities, demonstrate the prograth to other family members, and help solveproblems regarding daily life With a handicapped child.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents receive_ weekly a one-hour home visit, three and one-quarter hoursof center-based parentjchilo training, a one-hour parent support group, and 12and three-quarters hours released time. Parents spend Friday mornings at thecenter involved in activities with their children.
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PEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: First Years Together

Grantee: Wake County Public School System

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

rhe project serves 30 high-r. ants birth to age 18 months (correctee
prematurity) and their families. mi alas are premature, have been hospital'--
a neonatal intensive care unit for at least two weeks, and have not btLit
diagnosed as having cerebral palsy or other serious brain damage. At least half
of the children come from low-income families.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project follows the Assessment-as-Intervention model. Development is
assessed via observations by the parent and a professional; the assessment process
becomes an intervention affecting a parent's chAd-rearing attitudes, beliefs,
knowledge, and behavior, : A series :of ten assessment-intervention sessions are
conducted; each followed by a session with a resource specialist who tu,sists
parents in_ planning appropriate parenting strategies for optimizing the cliPi's
development and loent,.1; materials and community services to implement the
The setting for interve :tions may shift from home to center; according to family
preference:

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents serve as primary intervenors with their children and as evaluators of
their own progress and of the overall program. Individual counseling is provided
on request and parent support groups are availa. le. The project measures
outcomes of parents' attitudes, valves, and t;e..aiefs about parenting and
development; %n)wledge_ of infant develo.-cgent; pl.:rental control; and psychological
well-being. Qua'ity of interactions between parent and child is a:.&essed at 12 and
18 months corrected e.ge.
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DEMONSTRATION GRAN3

Grant Title: Volunteers in Partnership with Parents (VIPP Project)

Grantee: East Carolina University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project Serves moderately and severely/profoundly retarded andmultihandicapped children birth to age 6 years and their parents. The familieslive in a poor, rural area.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project Offers services at home and in the center. Children under age 2years participate in the home program, _with Weekly visits from YIPP stafChildren age 2_to 6 years attend the VIPP Project center three days Vic.ciciy. Acombinatien Of a developmental and behaviorally implemented inStru-tiori21approach is USeel The teacher and paraprofessional have primary resPoibilityfor direct intervention with children.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents and their volunteer partners receive formal and informal instructionabout normal child growth and development, behavior management, cognitivelyoriented stimulation activities, and caregiving skills. A parent I.:4 partner groupmeets monthly to provide emotional support, along with specific itaining in skillsthat foster a handicapped child's development. Individually dPc'gned parent-partner plans specify goals and objectives for parents and th,:ir partners toaccomplish with the children.
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DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Support Network of Rural Intervention Services (SUNRISE)

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Appalachian State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 40 to 50 mildly to profoundly handicapped children birth
to age 6 years and their parents. Handicaps may include mental retardation and
speech, hearing, vision, orthopedic, and other health impairments.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project operates five center-based parent cooperctive preschools in rural
western North Carolina. The centers average six children each and are open two
half-days weekly, year-round. Parents work in the classrooms as teachers. The
classroom program targets appropriate behavior, social interactions, preacademic
preparation, independence, and high engagement levels. A major focus is the
children's attentional and active engagement with adults, peers, and the physical
environment.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Co-op managers teach parents basic child care, intervention, and behavi.)r
monitoring routines. These routines are designed to give parents the necessary
skills and competencies to function as preschool teachers, to enhance the
children's behavior and development; and to measure the children's acquisition of
target behaviors. Parents help with management, teaching, keeping records, and
maintaining the center. Siblings of the handicapped children attend the co-ops,
and special training events are scheduled for parents as needed.
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OHIO

PEMONSTRATIONGR ANT

Graw rifle. A Social Communicative Intervention Model
Grantee: Children's Hospital Medical Center

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves term or near-term infants who have suffered fromasphyxia with subsequent clinical evidence of hypoxic encephalopathy. Over thecourse of three years, the project will serve 30 children.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The three-year curriculum has four phases and attempts to developcompetence in social communication. Phase I, Primary Caregiver/InfantInteraction (one hour Weekly, increased as needed), focuses on physical readinessfor communication and play dialogue. Phase II, Intentional NonverbalCommunication (one hour_four times weekly), attempts through individual andgroup treatments to help the child demonstrate nonverbal communication. PhaseInitial Verbal (Symbolic) Intervention, attempts to establish a cora vocabularyof ten symbols. Phase IV, Expanding Verbal (Symbolic) Skills, focuses on theestablishment of multiword combinations.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project develops individual family plans and triet, through training, toinform families about handicaPPing coaditions and helP parents be therapeuticagents, obtain services from outside agencies, and develop skills to cope with thestresses of rearing a handicapped child.



PEMONSTR ATIOF GRA-NT

Grant Title: Training and Educational Assistance for Children with
Handicaps (TEACH)

Grantee: Stark County Board of Mental Retardation and
Developmental Disabilities

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 95 preschool children birth to age 6 years who have
substantial developmental disabilities according to the rules established by the
Ohio Department of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project provides a comprehensive multidisciplinary program for
harAicapped preschool children in settings integrated with nonhandicapped peers.
Infants and their parents receive one hour of training weekly, focusing on the
sensorimotor development of the child. Toddlers attetd a half-day integrated
program based on the Uzgiris-Hunt Ordinrl Scales of Psychological Development.
The preschool program operates five days weekly during the regular school year
and focuses on the developmert of skil!3 that are critical to success in a
mainstream environment. The children begin the program in self-contained
classrooms located in a regular public school. Gradually, students are
mainstreamed into existing classes for nonhandicapped children.

PKOGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents of children in the infant or toddler component are required to
participate. Daytime respite care for children is provided so that parents can
attend weekly workshops and training sessions, including a nine-month series on
behavior management, social learning theory, human growth and development, and
personal growth and development. Parents of children in the preschool component
receive similar services, with the exception of respite care.
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PEMON-STR-ATION GRANT

Grant Title: Project Access

Grantee: Cificinhati Center for Developmental Disorders

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves abused and neglected children age 2 to 5 years who aresuspected of _having developmental diSabilities. Each year_ staff screen 250children; 100 to 150 childrrn r-4ceive in=depth evaluations _through local school andgrant _resources. Children with complicated developmental disabilities receive ac.Atiprehensive, longitudinal, multidisciPlinary evaluation through referrals to localresources and the University Affiliated Cincinnati Center for Developmental
Disorders.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project's_goal is to develop an interdisciplinary 1educátiöñal interventionprogram to identify abused and neglected children who are developmentally
disabled/learning iMPaired; develop remedial, individual education plans for thesechildren; and provide access to educatiOnal placements to_ meet individualdevelopmental needs._ Most of the children are referred to appropriate community
programs. Twenty-four children attend thc Diagnostic_Preschool where they areevaluated by_a multidisciplinary team and receive language therapy arid additionaltherapy as needed, The team reViows diagnostic status and trial treatment resultsbiweekly. Findings arc Shared with the child welfare agency and Parents orfoster parents. The PrOject offers local teachers and therapists inserVice trainingon methods and objectives. Staff members visit the child's community placementfor consultation and assessment of programs.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

During their child's enrolimvIt in the Diagnostic Preschool, parents areoffered individual or group social work treatment and behavior managementcounseling. All parents are counseled on the findings of developmentalevaluations and on educational due process and placement procedures.
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DEMONSTRATION GRAST

Grant Title: Remediating Social Deficits in Peer Interactions

Grantee: The Ohio State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project will develop a model for enhancing peer 1interaction skills of
developmentally delayed children age 3 to 5 years. The project provides services
to approximately 24 children, their parentS, and teaching staff. Children are
selected from existing community programs on the basis of teacher
recommendations, parent interviews, and classroom observations.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Children participate in small playgroupS that function as a setting for
implementation; evaluation, and refinement of an assessment instrument and an
intervention curriculum. The aSseSSthent inStrument measures the use of
appropriate affect, characteristic levelS of play, range of communications skills,
and specific social protesseS Stich as the initiation, maintenance; and terr ination
of peer interactions. The curriculum presents detailed intervention stratei and
procedures for matching thOse strategies to the assessed needs of individual
children. Children participate in integrated early education classrooms as part of
the intervention process.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Assessment procedures address family interaction patterns, social networks
and overall_ family functioning. Strategies for expanding and strengthening the
child's social network in the family and the community will be developed and
implemented. Parelts and siblings are encouraged to participate in a series or
support group ses.:.i..ms.
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D_EM_QUI TR ATION GRANT

Grant Title:

OREGON

Model Early Intervention Program to Develop a Linked
Evaluation - Programming System

Grantee: Center on Human Development, University of Oregon

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The _project Serves handicapped infants and young children age 15 to 36
months. Each of two center-based classrooms enrolls ten_ to thirteen handicapped
children and four to five nonhandicapped children. The handicapped children
demonstrate a range of impairments (mild to severe) and a variety of etiologies.
The nonhandicaoped children are at riSk 1for medical reasons (by virtue of
placement in a newborn intentive care unit) or for environmental reasons (as
identified by a cOunty welfare agency), or are siblings of participating
handicapped children.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Children axe served in two center=based classrooms for three hours; four
days weekly. Infants are served in Weekly baby groups which are held at the
center and which include their caregivers. The curriculum is based upon a
behavioral-developmental philosophical orientation; an activity-based approach to
instruction; and a strong linkage between assessment, intervention, and evaluation.

A comprehensive assLssment-evaluation system is linked directly to the
child's individual educational pian (IEP) and subsequent instructional programming.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTg

The project provides education: rind support services to families; Flexible
family involvement is emphasized, and Participation is encouraged in the
development of the IEP and indiVidual family involvement plans. Parent
participation in the claStrOom is encouraged, and support activities and training at
home are available. A Parent Survey, a Parent Self-Appraisal Inventory, a Weekly
Parent Involvement Activity Log, and a Parent-Satisfaction Questionnaire are used
to measure impact on families.
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DE-MON-STR ATION GRANT

Grant Title:

PENNSYLVANIA

Helping Achieve Potential of Preschool Youngsters (HAPPY)

Grantee: School District of the City of Allentown

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves mildly handicapped children age 4 to 5 years who have
not yet entered school or who are newly enrolled in kindergarten. Handicaps may
include learning disabilities, educable mental retardation, developmental and
language delays, mild emotional disturbances, and social maladjustments. Services
are focused on high-risk students who are culturally different or economically
disadv- ntaged.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Three classes noerate weekdays for two and one-half hours. Th.:
uses develcAmcntal bad behavioral techniques with a curriculum/assessrnei . linkage
model. Objectives are based on ,needs identified using the criterion-referenced
Uniform Performance Assessment Scale (UPAS) and are linked to the HI-COMP
Curriculum. The curriculum emphasizes language and cognitive development.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Inservice training for parents is held monthly; transportation and child care
are provided. Parents are encouraged to participate in the classroom and to
observe classes th,rough two-way mirrors. The project distributes a monthly
newsletter for parents and operates 2 parent drop=in center and a "make-and-
take" lending toy library.
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DEMONSTR A-TION-G-RANT

Grant Title: Rtiral Kindergarten Identification and Developmental
Screening (KIDS)

Grantee: Pennsylvania Department of Education

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

Each spring, the project Screent all children in an eight-county rural areawho will enter kindergarten the following falL A home-based program serves 44at-risk children during the summer prior to their entrance into a regularkindergarten class. The project uses a consultant-teacher model to maintain thesechildren in the regular kindergarten class during the school year.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Children are screened and those suspected of having nandicaps are assessed.Forty-four of the children are enrolled in a summer intervention program. _At theend of the summer, children are screened again and special learning needs areidentified. The project adapts the regular kindergarten curriculum to meet theSpecial needs of each ci i All children are mainstreamed into regularkindergarten Llasses, A follow=uP progress assessment is carried out. Thesummer program is horne-baSed and trains the kindergarten teacher, the parent,and other school personnel to work together to prepare the child forkindergarten.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents attend workshops, receive training, actively participate in instructingtheir at-risk preschoolers, help to develop materials, and evaluate the program.

DEMONSTRATION GRAN-T

Grant Title: Parent and Toddler Training (PATT)

G rantee: Western Pennsylvania School for Blind Children

CHATIACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves visually impaired and multihandicapped infants andtoddlers birth to age 3 years and their families. The major eligibility criterion is

D-I52

46b



legal blindness or suspected legal blindness as determined through ophthalmologic
evaluations. A minimum of 30 families will participate in PATT.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS AND CHILDREN

Emphasis is placed on teaching parents methods of enhancing optimal social
responsiveness from their visually handicapped infants. Parents are trained in the
use of specific strategies for effective caregiving, _play and infant stimulation
techniques, behavior management, and communication and problem-solv ing skills.
The project networks with community-based programs for comprehensive infant
services as well as supplementary services for families.

Project PATT offers a 24-week intervention program consisting of weekly
two,hour meetings at t'-:e center. The program educates the parents about the
nature of the child's handicapping condition, its impact on growth and
development, and its influence on the family.

The Carey Infant/Toddler Temperament Scale, videotaped behavior
observations of parent-infant interactions, and periodic evaluations by a physical
therapitt and an occupational therapist are used as performance instruments. To
assess parent progress, the project uses the Locke-Wallace Marital Satisfaction

711t. the Beck Depression Inventory; the Hopkins Symptoms Checklist, the
.-3tionnaire on Resources and Stress, the Minnesota Multiphasic PerSonality

ventory, and the Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment
Inventory. To measure the progress of siblings, the project uses the Child
Behavior Profile and the Youth Self-Report Inventory.

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Preparation for Regular Education Placement (PREP)

Grantee: University of Pittsburgh

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

This project prov ides services to eight children age 3 to 5 years who
demonstrate significantly deviant and maladaptive behavior patterns in a wide
variety of settings and, as a result, are not expected to benefit from regular
kindergarten without preliminary treatment and preparation. The project Ilso
serves six nonhandicapped preschoolers.

D-153 4 b



PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

PREP offerS a classrocm-based_ comprehensive preschool model, integrating
behavior=disordered and nonhandicapped children. Individual education planS are
developed lor both groups _of children. The curriculum has three interrelated
modules: (1) systematic programming for the reduction of deViant or maladaptive
behavior patt ins, (2) generic and individualized social and acadeinic surViVaLskills
training; _and (3)_instruction in preacademic and early academic skills.
Handicapped children learn social and academic survival skills related to successful
placement in regular education settings.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Orientation presentations provide parents with a conceptual understanding of
the program's focus and a Willman vocabulary for further discussion and
participation. Parents later are_ trained in the management of their children's
behavior, child advocacy, and participation in the classroom model.

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Project Link for Neonates at Risk

Grantee: United Cerebral Palsy of Northern Pennsl ania

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves infants who are at-risk for developmental disabilities and
their families. All infants served are referred by the staff of the regional
neonatal intensive care unit

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Thc program uses a transdisciptiñary1 service delivery system in a home-based
setting With guidance from an early intervention specialist. Developmental goals
are set for each child lased on analysis of videotaped behavior samples.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Families are visited twice monthly for an evaluation of their children's
developmental progiess._ Specific recommendations are made for using or changing
the child's environment to enhance development, and handling and positioning
techniques are demonstrated. Parents receive information on growth and
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development and are referred to other services as needed. Monthly parent
support and education meetings are held.
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TENNESSEE

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Ciant rAtle: Southern Appalachian Early Intervention Program

Year of Fundirc One

GI-anyfe: East Tennessee State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The ; oject serves moderately to severely handicapped children birth to age
three years who reside in the suburban and rural counties of northeast Tennessee.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The pr,.;ject provides educational services in on-car.lpus center or at the
rural conta-ct centers. _FolL:wing assessment of the child'. the parents and
project 'staff meet to form an Individual nevelopment P!n which includes plans
for 'both center-based and at-home activi_c..,es. Each child is assigned a project
facilitator who coordinates and monitors services rerzived fr(-,m a transdisciplinary
team_ Curricula ,sd in the _center-based program incluck the Program Gni& fOr
Infants__ and Young Children. Home-based activities focus on stimulatiOni
movement; sensory-motor activities, and pre-speech activitiez. Staff ineinbers
model activities for parents to carry oat at home.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parentsparticipate in_ the assesm.;.:i process; the development of an
Individual_ Development Plan, and in the day-to-day implementation of
recommended therapeutic interventions. The project offers riiree levels of parent
training. The first stage takes place upon admission to the program and _provides
support Tor _bridging the child's entry into the program. The second level focuses
on techniques and activities which the parent should employ at home. The third
level deals with parenting techniques. The project also organizes parent suPPort
groups, and includes parents on the advisory council.
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DEMONSTRAI 1,Q.11-71tA NT

Grant Title: Educational TeleVi Sion Interv-..ntion Programs for Handicapped
Infanzs, Toddlers; and Families in Rural Communities (ETIPS)

Grantee! Tennessee Technological University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 25 children _age 6 to 24 months and_ thfir parents or
caregivers who live in ruial, isolated areas. Twenty of the children are
handicapped; five are at-risk.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project is developing, _testing, and evaluating 30 15-minute
instructional television programs to pa:cot and _other adults identify,
facilitate,_ and monitor the progress of their hantLicapped infants arl toddlers
The programs focus on motor-adaptive skillS and criinitiveylanguage SkiLs
Several _existing assessment/interVention instrument§, including the Peabody
Dclopment al Motor Scales and Activity Cards, the Uzgix's-Hunt 0.d.'inal Scales

Psychulogical Development, and the Portage Guide to arly EducaLion are used
as a basi for :he coa::.nt of the omgrams. Parer, I ackets and guide,: accompany
each liroadcast. The project also fosters positive attitudeS related to
mainstreaming.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Staff members contact parentS Weekly. Parent_ groups meet monthly to
provide support and motivation. Parents --lent their own progress by using
check sheets which accompany each broadc. t. Staff members observe parents at
hom and help CNIn work with their children.
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DEM NTR GWLt

Grant Title:

Grantee:

Preschool Oilentation and Mobility Project

Vanderbilt University

CHARACT ?ISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

Th_ project serves visually impaired _and/or ha idicapped children birth to age
5 years and their parents. Visual impairment is difficult to ascertain in extremely
young children. Therefore, the project also serves children suspected of having
severe visual problems.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project identifies and integrates orientation and = mobility (O&M) skills
with early intervention services. The curriculum covers developmental areas of
cognition, language, motor skills, socialization, and self-lielp, With an emphasis on
the develcpment and integration of age-apprcipriate O&M skills (movement,
posture, concept of space, and perceptual nrc'ar functioning). A rour-day
classroom Flograrn is provided fcr children ag 2 to 5 years, and home sr,. ts are
made bimonthly. _For children birth to age 5 years, home-based parent training is
available. Each parent and child receives a weekly home visit of one and one-
half hours. Group experiences are p-ovided bimonthly. Thc project also operates
a monzhly Resource Center Clin!c, which provides assessment and parent
consultation services for visually impaired preschoolers, their families, and
teachers.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents dew.' op their own parent education plan (PEP). Based on the PEPs,
project staff pla individual and group parent training sessions, facilitate the
development of parent support groups, and help parents obtain ancillary support
services.
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PEMGNSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title:

Grantee:

Infant/Toddler Learning Project

Peabody College, Vanderbilt UniVerSity

CHAR ACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves severely handicapPed infants birth to age 3 years. To be
eligible for the program, the child's_ developmental status must be at a level below
age 15 .7;,onths as indicated by standardizeo mfant assessments. Preference is
given to nturologically impaired children and t:hildren with multiple handicaps.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

_ The center-based program is based on the Principles of environmental design
and demonstrates a transdisciplinary approach. Microcomputer technology helps
staff members make decisions; Plin curricula; prepare individual _education plans
(IEP), and collect and analyze data; The curriculum embodies the concepts and
prActites associated with incidental ti.-hing and the Individtialited Curriculum

quencing model;

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The program for parents_ is based on tile nec,s and dynamics of each fait,.
situation, Support services include: home visits by proj,:k7t staff, management and
treatment skills, environmental arrangement in the home, stress and time
management, identification of support networks, support groups, classroom
participation, and other services.
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TEXAS

PEMON-f;TRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Single Parent Project

Grantee: Infant Programs, Houston, Texas

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves developmentally delayed children bir:h ;o age 3 years
from single-parent families. Parent eligibility is based on patents' economic and
social stress levels. The project serves 15 children and their parents.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The format and frequency r,f services to children vary according to parental
and _child needs; Available services incluce home visits and center-based and
group classes at least once weekly. The class focuses _on helping _the parent
became inv-Oved with the child at the parent's individual :level of readiness.
Teacher models appropriate_ nurturing, positioning -;.,nd handling, and teaching
techniques using the Infant ',.ograms Birth-to-Three Curriculum and the Carolina
Curriculum for 0-2.
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UTAH

DEM-TRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Functional Mains _aming f or Success

Grantee: Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons
Utah State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves about 30 moderately to severely handicapped children age
3_ to 6 years. The children have a variety of handicapping conditions including
mental retardation; emotional disturbance; behavior disorder; developmental delay;
and sensory ani motor impairments.

PR OGR AM FOR CHILDREN

The project provides instructional and social mainstreaming of handicapped
-.vith 60 nonhandica-lped r-ters. Procedures are developed to (I) identify

eacher expectatinns, child training needs, and teacher assistance and support
needs before and du 'rig mainstreaming; (2) de-termine the integration activities
appropriate_ for each_ child; (3) provide activities for functional _grouping of
handicapped and nonhandicapped peers; and (4) prepare children, families, and
staff for mainstreaming. 1h1 project has operated three preschool_ classrooms
with a 50:50 ratio of handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Other
mainstreaming activities include reve:s;° mainstreaming and buddy sys ems in
preschool; kindergarten; and first grade classrooms.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The -_-)roject has developed materials that address school policies, myths and
realities c handic_apping conditions; and the legal and educational rationale for
mainstrea ing. Parent satisfaction is measured biannually. Parents help develop
individual ducation plans, advocate for their child, and facilitate generalization of
skills.
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DEMONSTRATION-GR AN-T

Grant Title: Hi TECH

Grantee: Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons
Utah State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project will serve approximately 45 children age 2 to 6 yCars who meet
eligibility criteria for developmental disabilities and who have no physical and/or
sensory impairments that would prevent their participation in an integrated
preschool. All children have rr.d to se-vere impairments in cognitive functioning
and other areas.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Mainstream and center-based programs are the primary_ demonstration sites.
The initial demonstration site serves approximately 20 nonhandicapped and five
handicapped children. Hat,.dicapped children are integrated into regularly
scheduled activities suppler;cnied _With microsessions_ and co-incidental teachiu:i
sessions._ Individual educl ;:.lans are developed using CAMS (Curriculum rdid
Monitoring System). Oni.o..; 7raining, program monitoring, and folloW=uti forpreschools in rur31 areas an nducted using a combination of telecommunication
modes.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Parents are involved in parent training programs, volunteer assistance (such
as the Advisory Committee) in-home assistance, and child advocacy.

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Preschool Transition Project (PTP)

Grantee: Dtvelopmental Centers for Handicapped Persons
Utah State University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves handicapped children age 4 to 5 s ik: V;ho cu. ligibl d
for school placement the following semi yea and 1, !,., demon.;trate Tr ntal age



delay of at least one year and a year or more delay in at least one skill area,
such as language or self;care. Approximately 25 children will be served.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The purpose of the project is to develop a model to prepare handicapped
children for succePsful mainstreaming at the kindergarten and elementary levels,
The model has four components: (1) preparation, which occurs in a

mainstream preschool and develops children's leaf ning strategies, social skills, and
academic skills in formats that approximate kindergarten and elementary school;
(2) information transfer, which facilitates administrative transfer of records;
(3) placement, which teaches parents to act as advocates to secure mainstream
placements; and (4) follow-up, which ensures that the mainstream teachers rm.' ie
support, training, and pertinent information about the mainstreamed child.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

In addition to development of individual education plans (IEP), parents of
children in the transition program are involved in teaching social skills to their
children at home, and acting as transition agents. The Ut.ijka
program is used in training parents to teach so,:ial skills. Meetings are held to
inform parents about the transition process and to teach them how to be
advocates for their children.
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VERMONT

EMONSTRATION-G-RA NT

Grant Title: Transitioning from Earl:. Education 1:-ito the Elementary
School Mainstream

Grantee: University of Vermont

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project is designed to provide training and technical assistance to publicschool personnel providing educational services to handicapped preschoolers in 18rural elementary schools. These personnel include Essential Early Education(EEE), kindergarten, and first grade teachers; elementary special education staff;aud administrators.

PROGRAM*

The goal of the project is to assist local c!7rnentary SchoolS in establishingand implementing procedures for tr ,sitioning , children with handicaps fromEEE programa into the local &ir atAry sch .; mainstream. In order toaccomplish thiS goal, the project irvolved in two sets of activitieS7 (I)developing a model for transitiogink t at :An be incorporated into the localelementarY school system; and (2) p.oviding training and technical aSsist: nee tothe public school personnel to enable them_ to adapt and adopt this model; Thetransition model includes preparation of the child and the local elementary schoolfor transitioning and a system for monitoring and ternediating the child'sparticipation in the elementary school mainstreant. The Project's training_ andtechnical assittance activities are designed to Promote_ involvement of allelementary School pe:sonnel, development of administrative pOlicies andprocodures,_and establishment of a cooperative transition planning tearn. Parentsare inVolved as members of the transition plannirg tr.rti and are providedopportunities for participating in the dovelopmen; and implementation of theirchild's transition plan.

* The project does not work directly with children or parents.



VIRGINIA

DEUONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Parent-to-Parent Monitoring Project

Year of Funding: Two

u.'antee: Virginia Commonwealth University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project _serves_ infants birth to _age 2 years who have received care in
the _local .neonatal intensive care..uniL, infants whost-= mothers were under age 17
years at the infant's birth, and infants whose mothers have limited abilities (M3.-1.--
MR). About 300 infants and families are eligible for services; 150 will participate
each year.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project serves children indirectly through a coi-2.1r tnsive Li-3gram of
services to families. Parents may choose to participa:37 ,. 3, c. .1. of the
components. The first component monitors at-risk infant:- 3 ruc.abcr visits
the home of an at-risk infant to provide developmental and community resource
information to parents immediately after their newborn is discharged from the
hospital. Visits occur every four months until the infant is age 2 years. The
second compon.:nt is a bimonthly parent-baby group offering education and
support to parents of at-risk and delayed infants. In the third imponent, a
small cadre of parents is trained to implement the first two compot.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Effectiveness of services to parents is documented by a parents' need
inventory, stress and support scales (A.F.I.L.E. and F.I R.M.), parents' knowledge
of child development, parent satisfaction measures, the Home Observation for
Measurement of the Environment, Field's Face-to-Face Interaction Scales, the
Broussary Neonatal Perception Inventory, and the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of
Control. Other formative measures are used with parents participating in
Components 2 and 3.
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DIMMSIEAlls2arzBANI

Grant Title: Bright Beginnings

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: Williamsburg - James City County Public School/Child
Development Resources

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

_ The project serves about 80 children birth to age 3 years who are at risk
for school failure. Risk factors are compiled based on a family need assessment
and other appropriate assessments. Staff members then determine, based on risk
factors, the category of services that the child and family receive.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Children in Category_I are referred to appropriab.o community resources, mai
receive developmental monitoring in other placemdnts, and are rescreened everythree to six months. Children and their faimiliCs in Categories H and III may
participate in Sharing_ Centers, homt visits, patent_edvAtion gfoups, and language
groups. In Category HI, children birth to age 2 years receive weekly home visits.
Children age 2 to 5 years may_ attend a transition classroom three times weekly.
The classroom uses the High Scope Curriculum and the De,, ....lopmental Language
Approach. Activities which foster positive interactions between parert and child
are stressed at home visits and in thd Sharing Center.

PR OGRAM FOR PARENTS

An individual family plan is developed by parànts and project staff. Parentssign an agreement as part of the enrollment process and must participate in
Sharing Centers. Parents must participate in the classroom and may serve on the
advisory council.
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DEMONSTRATION GRAn

Grant Title: Project COPE

Year of Funding: Three

Grantee: The Children's Center, Franklin, VA

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves 20 develop-entally disabled or chronically ill infants birth
to age 2 years and 10 chronically %II children age 3 to 8 years. Sixty percent of
the children R re from low-income families; 50 percent live in sparsely populated
ru-a.1 areas; 2S percent of the mothers are teenagers; and 50 percent of the

fallts served represent racial minority group.i.

:'..COGR AM FOR CHILDREN

A combination of home- and center-based services is provided. Parents who
so choose have the option of piacing their child in a mainstream child-care
center. Activities include supervised free play, crafts, movement, singing, story
telling, an,4 outside play. Inservice training and technical assistance are provided
to teacher:, of the school-aged children.

PROGRAM Felt PARENTS

Project staff members encourage parents to observe their children's
interactions with other children. Center-based respite care is available to
parents. Parents attend weekly training sessions where the case manager
introduces new activities and discusses the child's interactions at the center.
Parent satisfaction is measured by questionnaires.



WASHINGTON

DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title: Coordinated Service Delivery for Young Handicapped Children

Grantee: Experienced Education Unit, University of Washington

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The procedure& developed by the project can be used by agencies serving
children of all ages and types of handicap and their families. Children eligible toparticipate in the demonstration phase of the project are those who are enrolledin the participating agencies and are scheduled for transition or receivingconcurrent services.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The goal of the project is the development And Statewide implementation ofmodel procedures that will pr,,mote coordinated service delivery to preschoolhandicapped children by child service agencies and school districts. The projectis developing, field testing, and evaluating step-by-step, low-cost procedures andtraining materials that will help coordinate education, health, and social services.All materials will be field tested in several sites.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The project will measure and document (1) the impact of each objective interms of quality, time, and cost; (2) the satisfaction of those using projectmaterials or products; (3) implementation of specific activities; and (4) the cost ofimplementing_ model procedures. Project staff members will develop an earlychildhood interagency transition model, a concurrent services model, and training
materials to accompany both models.
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PE-MONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title:

Grantee:

WEST VIRGINIA

Intensive Team Training

Marshall University

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project serves autistic or autistic-like children age two to six years and
their families who reside in rural communities in West Virginia.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project trains teams of people who are responsible for carrying out
educational interventions. The teams consist of the child, the parents/guardians,
and relevant others such as preschool teachers, daycare providers, relatives, and
LEA personnel. Intervention programs are carried out under the guidance of
project staff.

After assessment, the project trainer and team develop an individualized
training plan (ITP) designed to meet the idiosyncratic needs of the child and
family. Following the initial training period, intervention programs are conducted
in the home or school as appropriate. The project maintains involvement with the
team throughout the preschool years until a smooth and complete transition to the
LEA has been achieved. During this period, project staff maintain regular contact
including a minimum of monthly telephone contacts, quarterly home visits, and bi-
annual reevaluations of progress.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

Adults on the team receive training in generalized behavior management and
instructional techniques. Through discussion, modeling, actual feedback,
viddotaped feedback, and print materials, trainees acquire skills in using
instructional delivers techniques, question aiding, prompting, shaping and chaining,
and providing reinforcement. The project also provides advanced individualized
training for specific needs identified on the ITP. The progress of adult
participants is evaluated directly through video-recordings of adult-child
interactions. Parents and participating professionals also complete satisfaction
questionnaires.
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DEMONSTRATION GRANT

Grant Title:

Grantee:

"PEPSI" - A Model Service Program for High-Risk andHandicapped Infants

Summit Center for Human Development
Clarksburg, West Virginia

CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET POPULATION

The project _serves children birth to age 3 years who are at-risk or havedevelopmental disabilities because of developmental, socioeconomic, environmental,and psychological factors.

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The project screens for handicapping an high-risk conditions during prenatal,neonatal, and postnatal visits with the family doctor. Children at risk fordevelopmental or psychological problems, or parents with psychological problems,may enter the project's direct-service component. Individual _education plans arewritten for each child and parent. Parents bring their children to the center forone-hour sessions one to_ four times monthly where _staff members show parentstasks to carry _out at home. Parents work with their children for five to tenminutes daily on _each task. The Early Learning Accomplishment Profile is_used asa guide for the curriculum the project is developing. The project also providesfollow-up services for children who complete the direct service component of theprogram.

PROGRAM FOR PARENTS

The curriculum for correcting aberrant socioemotional patterns andfacilitating bonding and appropriate parenting uses much the same approach asdoes ihC1 program for children. Parents are given method cards and instructionson discriminating infant interaction cues in the areas of attentiveness, emotion,responsiveness, and task engagement
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PEMONSTR ATION-GR ANT

Grant Title:

Grantee:

WISCONSIN

The Pottage Project

Cooperative Education Agency, Portage, Wisconsin

PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

The Portage Project is a structured, data-based, individualized home teaching
program serving multicategorical handicapped children birth to age 6 years. A

home teacher helps parents assess their child's skills in five developmental arias,
target emerging skills, define appropriate teaching techniques, and evaluate the

child's performance. One-to-one interaction promotes full family participation and
individualization of instructional goals. A combination classroom/home-based
option is offered for children preparing to enter kindergarten.
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ARKANSAS

OUTREACH GR ANT

Grant Title: The Focus Outreach Model

Grantee: Focus, Inc.

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

. .To provide long-term training with extensive on-site follow-up to specialeducation early childhood programs in Arkansas, western Tennessee, and southernMissouri. The core of this training program is the Focus communication
curriculum, which emphasizes the following:

1. Teaching functional communication skills during every activitythroughout the day

2. Working with small groups of children while programming for eachindividual within the group

3. Teaching communication skills during informal activities by followingthe child's leads and expandit3g his/her attempts to communicate

4. Attending to and reinforcing every attempt of the child to communicate

S. Always offering the child choices during all activities

6. Providing natural consequences to communications efforts.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

To train teachers of young children to implement this approachappropriately, the training must be intensive and sequential. Therefore, the FocusOutreach project does not seek a nationwide dissemination effort even thoughmaterials have been distributed in 19 states and 4 counties. Rather the purposeof this Outreach project is to train paraprofessionals working _in rural Arkansas.The Focus staff has consulted closely with the Arkansas DDS to identify trainingsites, and DDS assists the Outreach project by sharing the results of theStatewide needs assessment and by co-sponsoring an annual early childhoodconference.
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A second component of the Focus Outreach model is_ based on the current
Maternal & Child Health Project. Several centers within the State have identified
training for special needs parents as a major concern. The materials developed
by the staff of the Focus MCH project will be distributed as part of the Outreach
training project.



COLORADO

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: INREAL Outreach Program

Grantee: University of Colorado Health Science Center

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

A Comprehensive_INREAL/Outreach Plan piloted in I983-84 began to developand support cost-effective INREAL/Outreach_Regional Training Centers. SixRegional Centers are currently in operation. The goal_ of_ the proposed outreachactivities for 1986-87 is_ to extend the impact of the INREAL/OutreachComprehensive Plan throughout the Regional Training Center NetWork. Morehigh-quality, self-supporting INREAL/Outreach Regional Training Centers will bedeveloped and established nationally._ The objectives for the proposed fundingperiod, 1986-87 are to: (1) develop three new Regional Training Centers,(2) Expand the existing Regional Training_ Centers and (3) stimulate thedevelopment of three future Regional Training Centers. These_objectives will bemet by providing appropriate outreach services addressing the following priorities:(1) cooperativt efforts with state agtncies, (2) providing services to handicappedinfants and_ toddlers from birth to three years old, (3) providing services tounserved _and underserved handicapped children three to eight years old,(4) serving parent/family and day care providers and (5) identifying health careprofessionals. It is projected that new funding will impact 102,280 handicappedchildren and their families. The projected impact on children is provided for eachobjective by priority.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

OBJECTIVE I - Development of Three New INREAL Regional Training Centers
OBJECTIVE II - Expansion of Six Existing INREAL Regional Training Centers
OBJECTIVE HI - Stimulation of Three Future INREAL Regional Training Centers



GEORGIA

OUTREACH-GRANT

Grant Title: Rutland Center Developmental Therapy Model

Grantee: University of Georgia

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To stimulate growth of specialized, high-quality services to seriously
emotionally disturbed and other handicapped children age 2 to 8 years
and their parents and teachers.

To offer technical assistance to target audiences to facilitate the use of
the Rutland Center Developmental Therapy Model.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project assists in program planning and design, staff development, and
providing identification and referral processes, intake and diagnostics,
Developmental Therapy Curriculum, school liaison and parent services, and_staff
evaluation. The project also disseminates information and helps establish effective
evaluation syttems. Technical assistance is provided through needs assessment
planning, workShops, and on-site visits. The project conducts two- to five-day
training _sessions for teachers, administrators, paraprofeSsionals, and parents at the
center or at _regional locations. Two to four on-Site visits are made to
replication sites throughout the year. Special topic workshops, conducted upon
request, provide additional training to sites or other interested persons.



ILLINOIS

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: The PEECH Model

Grantee: University of Illinois, Urbana, IL

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

Consists of 20 interwo_Veri Components which can be brOken down into fivemajor categories: (I) Screening and identification, (2) ongoing assessitent,(3) linkihg assessment with programming; (4) parent involvement; and (5)evaluation. ProCedUres_ and instruments have been developed to identify andasseSt young handicapped children and link the __stage_ of develOpinent of thesechildren in critical areas with appropriate programming in the clatSroorn_ and athoine. The philosophy of _the Model encourages an eclectic and potitive approachtO child management emphasizing_ the promotion _of affective,_ tognitive/language,and motoric development of handiCaPPed children. The PEECH curriculum has acentral focus of language deVelotinient and is designed to Meet the specific needsof the preschool_ handicaOped child; Procedures for develoPing and implementingan individualized and differentiated curriculum are central to the__PEECH approach;thus; precise delineation of strengths and weaknesses is a major characterittie ofthe PEECH approach. Procedures for involving parents in all aspects Of theirchild's educational program are an integral part of the _PEECH Project. ThePEECH approach results in significant child progress in the areas of cognitive,language, and social skills.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

One key feature of this Outreach Project is the utilization of ReplicationSpecialists who have been trained in the PEECH Model and are residing in variousStates across the country. Replication Specialists arc employed to providetechnical assistance to sites in their vicinity. They arc responsible for conductingawareness workshops in their region, assisting in the selection of sites, andproviding outreach services. This plan entails a limited Central Staff, thusreducing transportation, lodging, and other expenses incurred when ReplicationSpecialists reside in the Champaign/Urbana area and travel to replication sites.
A second feature is the utilization of university professors in teachertraining programs across the country to_create an awareness of PEECH. At nocost to the _project, ten university professors have agreed to incorporateinformation on the PEECH Model in their teacher training classes. Both of thesedelivery systems of technical assistance have proven to be significantly costeffective.
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MASSACHUSETTS

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: OPTIMUS/Outreach

Grantee: South Shore Mental Health Center, Inc.

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o To provide quality services to handicapped children birth to age 5 years
and their families.

o To train administrators and direct service personnel in the
transdisiciplinary modeL

o To provide training and technical assistance in thc transagency
approach to coordination of services from multiple community agencies.

i tho To disseminate nformation about e transdisciplinary delivery model
and transagency approach to service coordination.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

Workshops, replication services, technical assistance, on-going panel
presentations, and materials development constitute the major portion of the
project's training efforts.

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: BEACON Outreach Program

Grantee: Early Recognition Intervention Network, Inc.

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To promote bilingual services for young handicapped children.

o To train teachers/specialists to use bilingual Preschool Screening System
adaptations.
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To train teachers to stimulate skills and concepts using a combination
of English and native language materials.

o To involve bilingual parents in understanding and supporting their
child's education, through home teaching and generalized awareness.

o To assist the local coordinator in carrying out and extending training.

o To develop and disseminate screening and curriculum materials.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

BEACON staff Provides two to five days of training for replication sites,including workshops, in-class visits, and meetings with administrators. Modelclassrooms and specialists in the Boston area demonstrate the model. Bilingualscreening and curriculum materials are disseminated through contact withbilingual, special education, early childhood and National Diffusion Networkpersonnel in State governments, LEA's, and other interested agencies.



NEW MEXICO

LgEaLtifikft&11

Grant Title: Albuquerque Integration Model (AIM)

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

The Albuquerque Integration Model (AIM) serves handicapped and
nonlmadicappld children age 2 to 5 years in integrated classrooms. Educators are
cross-trained in1 the use 1of diagnostic and cognitive-developmental approaches.
Assessments includt the Learning Accomplishment Profile, the Westby Symbolic
Play Scale, the Alpern-Boll, the Criteria Checklist (developed by the project), and
various language and motor instruments.

Major goals include:

o To st:mulate high-quality mainstream programs for young handicapped
children and their families in rural and urban New Mexico.

o To promote State in volvement in programs for handicapped preschoolers.

To increase awareness of the advantages of mainstreaming.

To develop and disseminate products on mainstreaming.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project conducts awareness activities, develops and disseminates
products, provides consultation and technical ass:stance, trains professionals, and
promotes adaptation of the model at other sites.
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NEW YORK

OUTREACH GR-AN-T

Grant Title: A Regional Program for Preschool Handicapped Children

Granted: Putnam/Northern Westchester Board of Cooperative
Educational Services

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o To provide training and technical assistance to programs interested in
adopting the Regional Program model or components.

To coordinate training with State planning agencies.

o To exchange information and materials with other projects and
agencies.

o To prepare trainers from demonstration sites to train target staf f.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project offers and evaluates awareness workshops, needs assdssments for
individual agencies, and specific training in model components (Parent
Involvement, Transdisciplinary Model, and Interactive Teaching).

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Facilitative Environments Encouraging Development (FEED)

Grantee: Local school districts

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o TO establish new projects in New York City and consult with other
interested communities.
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MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

Staff members consult with other projects, develop programs, and locate
practicum sites (hospitals, preschool handicapped centers, preschools serving the
nonhandicapped, day care).
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OREGON

OUTREACHGRA-NT

Grant Title: Teaching Research Infant and Child Center Data-Based
Classroom

Grantee: Oregon State System of Higher Education
Teaching Research Division

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To stimulate quality replications of the model's key components.

DESCRIPTION OF DEMONSTRATION MODEL

The project is a classroom-based behavioral_ program serving children age 2
to 8 years with a variety of handicaps, including Down's Syndrome, cerebral palty,
mental retardation, speech delay, and risk conditions. The program eniphasizes
individUal instruction; trial-by-trial data collection, and the use of trainedvolunteers as instructors. The Teaching Research Placement Test is the key
atSt.;$ment instrument used to place children into the Teaching Research
Curriculum for Moderately and Severely Handicapped. The format of the
curriculum is developmental and task analyzed.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project offers five days of training at the demonstration center at the
Teaching Research Division. Two follow-up, technical assistance visits are
provided to each replication site. The project also conducts awareness workshops.

The project offers practicum-based training in a Teaching Research
demonstration classroom with supervision and feedbaek provided by project staff.
Ongoing evaluation is provided to trainees before; during, and after training, and
at the tiMe of follow-up. Project staff members have produced the following
publications: Training in the Teaching Research Data BaSed ClaSsroom Model
(available only with training); The Data Based ClaSsioom for Moderately and
Severely Handicapped; and Teaching Research Curriculum (volumes include
Language, Self%Help, Cognitive, Gross and Fine Motor). Staff members are
available to provide both general awareness presentations and in-depth workshops
on model comPonents.
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PENNSYLVANIA

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Family Centered Resource Project

Grantee: Pennsylvania Department of Education

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To increase and enhance services to preschool handicapped children in
Pennsylvania and the Nation through awareness training and replication
of the model.

To train preschool personnel in the three components of the model.

o To develop and disseminate resource materials for preschool personne

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project provides needs assessments, rep!ication training, follow-up site
visits, individualized technical assistance, one-day awareness workshops, site
visits, participatory conferences, keynote addresses, and college courses.
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TENNESSEE

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Cognitive Education Project

Grantee: Vanderbilt University

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o To provide training, consultation, technical assistance, and materials to
preschool programs that implement the Cognitive Education Model.

To develop and implement an effective outreach model.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the Cognitive Education approach in
terms of influence on children's general development and educability.

To improve parents' role in their children's development.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project disseminates information and provides awareness workshops. For
programs selected as replication sites, the project provides consultation, technical
assistance, training, and curriculum and didactic materials.



UTAH

OUTREACH GRA-NT

Grant Title: Multi-Agency Project for Preschoolers (MAPPS)

Grantee: Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons
Utah State University

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To promote coordination of State services to preschool children.

o To develop and disseminate products.

o To train service providers to improve the quality of services.

o To stimulate establishment of services in underserved areas.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project provides training in the use of the Curriculum and Modeling
Systems (CAMS) program, and in the areas of cognitive skills, receptive And
expressive language, motor skills, self=help skills, and social-emotional
development. The project also provides technical assistance in program
evaluation.

The Project is a home-and community-based intervention program serving
delayed children birth to age 5 years in rural and remote areas where there are
few professionals trained to work with delayed children. The program teachet
parents of delayed children birth to age 3 years to act AS intervention agents for
their children. For delayed children age 3 to 5 years, the program provides
curriculum materials and training to parents and teacher in existing preschools
and community day-care programs.
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OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: INSITE Outreach

Grantee: Department of Communicative Disorders
Utah State University

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To help agencies provide high-quality home intervention services for
underserved and unserved multihandicapped sensory-impaired preschoolers.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

Project staff offer awareness activities, conduct conferences, develop
curricular materials, train, disseminate information, offer on-site technical
assistance, and evaluate programs through a Nationwide data bank.

Project INSITE conducts two on-site workshops for each adoption site and
training parent advisors, administrators, and support personnel in the curriculum
and service delivery. A pre-training planning and assistance conference with local
site staff takes place the day before the first training workshop. A post-training
consultation, review, and next-steps planning conference is conducted onsite at
the second workshop. The project has four curriculum manuals; one for each
program component. A fifth manual covers the Intervention Program of direct
daily service to the multihandicapped child and respite for the parents, which can
be initiated as part of INSITE services. In addition, the project has a handbook
on developing sign communication with the multihandicapped sensory-impaired
child. The project has eight Statewide and nine regional adoPtions.
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VIRGINIA

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Hampton University Mainstreaming Outreach Services

Grantee: Hampton University

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To assist target agencies in replicating the model.

To prepare and disseminate awareness, instructional, and training
products.

To maximize use of existing Services by coordinating with local,
regional, and National groups.

To increase awareness of model components and outreach services.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project serves local school division, Head_Start programs, social service
and comMunity agencies, pediatricians; and day-care centers. Training specialittt
help sites assess needs and_ provide appropriate training program (Workshops,
classroom demonstrations, on-site consultations, summer inStitutdS, courses for
college or continuing education credit, and practicurn tictotritncs). Classes on
mainstreaming young handicapped children ard taught throughout the State.
Project staff are involved in the Virginia Early intervention Network, Virginia
Association for First Chance Projects, Virginia Division for Early Childhood, and
Virginia Action for Prevention, and local, regional, and State agencies. Recent
collaborative efforts include development of Virginia SEA/Head Start Collaborative
Agreement and Hampton Foster Parent Training.
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OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title:

Grantee:

Child Development Resources (CDR Outreach)

Child Development Resources, Lightfoot, VA

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To assist State agencies developing and/or refining early childhood
State plans, using an interagency/interdisciplinary, collaborative process.

o To assist agencies besinning early intervention programs in the
adoption/replication of the CDR Parent-Infant Program or its
components.

To assist established early intervention programs interested in
program/staff development through competency-based training.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

Provide training and technical assistance to pilot sites to improve/refine
their services. These sites serve approximately 200 handicapped infants in 33
rural counties and urban areas in Virginia.

Services in Maryland and Washington, D.C. will explore the implementation of
the Process Model for Developing Early Intervention Program Guidelines with
appropriate personnel at the SEA and will provide training to target sites for
replication of CDR Model. Approximately 300 children served.
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WASHINGTON

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Northwest Center Child Development Program

Grantee: Northwest Center, Seattle, WA

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o To disseminate information about the model to other programs.

To replicate components of the model.

To help program staff Of rePlication sites coordinate services to
children jointly serVed by two or more agencies.

To train early childhood program staff to provide services to children
in mainstream and integrated environments.

o To train child care providers in home- and center-based programs.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project conducts piesentations to organizations, public schools, andagencies. Project staff provide direct training and evaluation assistance to
programs replicating components of the model. Staff also consult with community
college programs where early childhood personnel are being trained.
Dissemination of project-developed materials is a major service.

The center.! and home-based programs serve children birth to age 5 yearsand their families; Children may be multihandicapped or mildly delayed in oneskill area. The center-based protram iS-completely integrated (65 nonhandicapped
children and 40 handicapped children). Educational programming, therapies, family
involvement, health SerViceS, and a nutrition component are provided. Childprogress is Measured by standardized and criteria-referenced deVeloPMentalchecklitts. FathilY inVolvement is systematically tracked and evaluated, based on
the individual Plans designed by families.



OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Model Preschool Outreach Project

Grantee: Experimental Education Unit, University of Washington

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o To provide training and other assistance to programs.

o prepare and disseminate materials to programs and individuals.

To promote awareness and stimulate improved services.

The project conducts two programs for children. The Program for Children
with Down's Syndrome and Other Developmental Delays is designed to accelerate
and maintain children's gains in fine- and gross-motor, self-help, social,
communication, and cognitive areas. The Communication Program uses systematic
instructional programming in communication and language to modify the
deficiencies identified in assessment and by observation in the classroom.
Children in the Down's Syndrome program are assessed twice yearly with the
Developmental Sequence Performance Inventory. The Communication Program uses
the Sequenced Inventory of Communication Development; the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test (revised), pre/post language samples, and (when appropriate) the
Preschool Profile.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project offers field-based and center-based training, technical assistance,
instructional and informational materials, and follow-up assistance as requested.

The program has demonstrated that it can work effectively with
communication-delayed children and those with Down's Syndrome and other
developmental delays. Parent involvement techniques maximize child gains as
parents and other members of the interdisciplinary team coordinate efforts at
home and at school.
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OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: Fathers Program Outreach

Grantee: Experimental Education Unit, University of Washington

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

o To increase awareness of the needs of fathers and their handicapped
children.

To develop and disseminate a National newsletter on father involvement.

To provide demonstration, training, and technical assistance to programs
and agencies wishing to add a program for fathers to their existing
matrix of services.

To evaluate program effectiveness in outreach sites.

MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

Project staff provide training in how to plan, organize, and produce
programs for fathers of children with special needs. Demonstration and training
are available to help staff stimulate and guide group discussions with fathers.
Staff also conduct "Fathers Only" workshops at major regional and National
parent conferences. Technical assistance is provided to programs beginning or
expanding a Fathers Program.

OUTREACH GRANT

Grant Title: ECHI Outreach Project

Grantee. Experimental Education Unit, University of Washington

MAJOR OUTREACH GOALS

To provide and/or improve educational :zrvices to young hearing-
impaired children in unarserved areas of Washington.

To help a least two sites adopt the modcl program through replication
of its major components.



MAJOR OUTREACH SERVICES

The project provides the curriculum for participants, hand-outs for parents;
and instructional and play materials not available at the outreach sites. Project
staff disseminate information, conduct training workthops, and provide individual
on-site follow-up visits throughout the year.

The project providet a counselor specially trained to work with hearing-
impaired children and their families; a sign langauge instruction program on
videocastette, With VCR available on loan; and a lending library of retource
materials for Parents. Regular inservice training is required of ECHI Parent
Trainers to upgrade skills in early childhood development, informal counseling
techniquesand family dynamics. Sign language instruction for parents and parent
trainers is provided by a graduate of Gallaudet College who is hearing-impaired.
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Table EM

NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EmA-B
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STATE
ALL

CONDITIONS
LEARNING
DISABLED

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

HARO OF
SPEECH_ MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING
IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF

MULTI-
HANOI,-
CAPPED

ORTMO-
PEDICALLY
IMPAIRED

OTHER
HEALTH_
IMPAIRED

VISUALLY
HAND],
CAPPED

DEAF7,
BLIND

ALABAMA 91107 27751 12;992 33;638 5;903 1140 1811 588 652 469 43
ALASKA 11;895 6;938 3;197 690 328 198 268 155 83 44 2
ARIZONA 51,885 26,866 11.461 -5,572 4,332 1.825 1.883 558 584 412 8
ARKANSAS_ 147.322 121.875 19.205 13,703 494 603 570 349 248 265 _18
CALIFORNIA 378;888 211;949 95572 27;119 9;612 7;347 5;162 6;964 12;544 2448 180
COLORADO 47,953 21.569 8.136 4,445 8.479 893 3,055 971 -0 318 87
CONNECTICUT 85,426 29.699 13.278 5.266 13.446 647 1,007 329 1,821 531 11
DELAWARE 15;322 7;623 1;883 1;703 3020 289 211 361 54 141 37
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 7;969 3;044 1.526 1,385 792 -42 62 65 96 26 31
FLORIDA 172,821 64.436 54,190 26,587 28,326 1,682 117 2.227 2,385 881 38
GEORGIA 93295 23237 21;596 16978 15,224 927 12898 591 291 513 38
mAwAIi 11;947 6;992 2;287 1;261 598 235 295 373 9 14 11
IDAHO 19,159 -9.181 -4.874 -3,172 597 361 481 583 575 212 3
ILLINOIS 242,333 '99,091 71.573 30.671 29,960 3.587 110 4,156 1,721 1,284 90
INDIANA 104;417 33;846 39;757 22;986 3;638 1;228 1;432 _ 782 284 545 _7
10wA 58,476 21.676 13.627 12.111 6.879 905 697 1.897 3 247 34
KANSAS-- 41.176 16,242 11,851 6,133 4,527 658 624 585 246 263 55
KENTUCKY_ 23560 21675 25919 19416 2;653 838 1,327 534 449 543 17
LOUISIANA 78;626 33;261 21;475 11;957 3;996 1;686 1;251 1;084 1;436 531 35
MAINE 27,645 -9,993 -6.823 4,522 4,441 443 777 411 396 119 18
MARYLAND -89.941 44,444 25,547 17,287 -3,999 1,419 3,711 886 924 777 127
MASSACHUSETTS 141;446 49;450 32;766 30,165 19;428 1955 3,106 1,538 2885 883 72
MICHIGAN- 161,862 63,898 42.641 23,583 21,669 2.762 1,698 4.824 493 910 8
MINNESOTA_ 81,486 37,161 18,759 12.499 8.896 1.584 8 1,371 845 488 25
MISSISSIPPI 53884 22476 17362 11354 338 558 298 458 __5 214 21
mISSOURI 99;378 48727 29;735 17;639 7;772 681 640 818 885 263 78
MONTANA 13.376 7.599 4,552 1.372 662 269 367 139 287 188 29
NEBRASKA 30,453 12,163 9,098 4,929 2.368 465 604 662 118 164 8
NEVADA 14;176 7;782 3;157 _ 987 981 149 547 241 285 _64 _5
NEw HAMPSHIRE 16,971 -9.409 3,995 1,093 1,398 233 308 157 266 114 14
NEW JERSEY 170,512 71;700 61,092 6.800 14,453 1.636 9.292 997 1,274 1.162 108
NEw MEXICO _29;556 12;342 _9;401 _2 421 _1;037 _ 414 __ 809 _ 429 _ 551 _ 139 _13
NEW YORK 289,583 143,481 36,937 31,073 46,707 4,531 11.758 3;477 9,702 1,683 104
NORTH CAROLINA 112.934 47.733 27,836 23.748 7,317 2,896 1,812 1,029 1.518 618 35
NORTH DAKOTA _11;850 _5;080 _3;979 -1;787 _ 487 _ 176 9 233 99 _64 23
Omi0 198;956 73;548 54;984 52;443 7;088 2;473 3;632 3;797 _O 953 ie
OKLAHOmA 65.881 27,823 28.855 11,898 1.215 866 1,466 393 235 274 56
OREGON _48;575 25,175 11.987 _4,448 -2.611 1,297 9 846 673 459 69
PENNSYLVANIA 282;357 74;294 59;895 43;444 17;635 3;616 0 1,997 0 1;551 15
PuERTO RICO 44;620 -6.209 1.768 23,593 1.375 2.717 2.975 2.407 1.156 2,316 112
RHODE ISLAND__ 19,152 12.463 13,259 11.326 1,265 216 -90 222 217 88 18
SOUTH CAROLINA 72;157 23;602 20;535 16;652 6;228 1828 701 711 19e 478 22
SoWTH DAKOTA 13.629 -4,903 5.384 1,678 684 185 538 214 93 00 58
TENNESSEE -95,388 43,477 27.655 15,413 2,528 1.638 1,739 981 1,172 769 24
TEXAS 293;418 153;535 66,886 28;507 21;145 4646 3,989 4183 7,963 2101 02
UTAH 41,791 14196 8;522 3;702 11;392 648 1;464 354 304 391 24
VERMONT 18,665 4;128 3,228 2.161 489 199 172 114 125 43 6
VIRGINIA 192;814 45979 29,517 15114 7313 1,337 1,903 1,012 522 868 49
WASHINGTON 68;451 33;928 14;651 8;733 3,886 1.364 2;134 1,251 2.109 334 49
wEST-viRGINIA 46.489 18.107 13,888 18.257 2.224 469 286 422 523 297 16
WISCONSIN 75945 29;717 16.862 12.336 11,318 1,920 821 1,010 429 303 31
w10mING 18;654 5181 3;329 865 258 187 126 289 334 68 6
AMERICAN SAm0A 281 8 48 134 1 10 18 0 0 2
GUAM 1,929 785 177 748 65 37 117

_4
44 8 18 10

NORTHERN UARAANAS - - - - - - - - - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - 7. - -
vIRGIN_ISLANDS 1.414 282 1 222 751 44 43 151

1 0 10 10
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 5388 2;995 1334 497 244 23 292 34 51 8 9

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 4.378.244 1,872.339 1.128,471 686;877 376,943 68,413 89,781 59,888 58,142 29.026 2.132

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 4,361.312 1.868.447 1.126,698 683.947 376,589 68,388 89,231 58,917 58.883 28,900 2.110

THE FIGURES-REPRE5ENT-CmiLDREN-0-28-YEARS-OLD1SERVED UNDER CHAPTER I OF ECIA (SOP)
AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EmA-B,

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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Table EA2

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER E114-0
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STAIE CONDITIONS
LEARNING
DISABLED

ALABAMA 96.225 27.751
ALASKA_ 18.927 15.365
AR12011.4 56;637 26;864
ARKANSAS 43.681 21.823
CALIFORNIA 376.103 211.861
COLORADO 43;592 24329
CONNECTICUT 82ma 26632
DELAWARE
DISTRICT CT COLUMBIA

11.527
-3,029

6.524
-1.277

FLORIDA 163;366 64;436
GEORCIA 90.263 23.220
HAWAII 11,415 6.955
IDAHO- _18807 _9081
ILLINOIS 295.949 92;983
INDIA1A 96.282 33.556
-10604_-_ 55;935 21.675
KANSAS- 39299 16;207
KE14TUCKY_ 76.392 21 7;39
LOUISIANA 71925 33.139
MAINE 26;532 i9.876
MARYLAND 67.146 44.420
MASSACHUSETTS 126.446 44.155
MICHIGAN_ 150;041 63878
MINNESOTA- 81.067 37161
MISSISSIPPI 51.929 22.474
MISSOURI 96765 46.727
MONTANA 14.785 _7;597
NEBRASKA 36.162 12.163
NEvADA 13;587 7.781
NEW HAMPSHIRE 14;896 _9;286
NEW JERSEY 165.196 71,633
NEW MEXICO :29.143 -12.342
NEW YORK 249160 141;138
NORTH CAROLINA 109.477 47.875
NORTH DAKOTA _11.251 -5.671
ON-10-- 191;447 73,548
OKLAHOMA 63.6135 27769
OREGON -41.394 25.154
PENNSyLVANIA 182;319 71.575
PUERTO RICO 43;591 _6;299
RHOOE ISLANO1 18.629 12.377
SOUTH CAROLINA 71;058 23.599
SOUTH DAKOTA 13092 _4;991
TENNESSEE 94.991 43,454
TEXAS 282.464 153.268
UTAH 39;985 14;796
VERMONT- -11.166 -3.997
VIRGINIA__ 168.866 45.076
WASHINGTON __ 64;699 33464
WEST-VIRGINIA 44.848 18,970
WISCONSIN 73.468 29,671
WYOMING 9322 5.172
AMERICAN SAMOA

_ 146 ___9
GUAM 1.548 765
NORTHERN_MARIANAS - -
TRUST-TERR1TORIES -
V4RGIN-ISLANDS 1.293 28i
8un; OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 5.388 2.995

U.S. 1 INSULAR AREAS 4.121.104 1;847.591

59 STATES. D.C; & P,R; 4;112.729 1.643.699

DATA AS OF OCTOSER 1. 1986.

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

HARD OF
SPEECH MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING
IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF

19.992 33 5;726592 743
-2.453 349 287

3314,
134

11;332 _5.479 554
_9;115 11;445 _ 477 331
95.563 23.860 9,182 6;481
-7;773 3.169 709
13;267 4;379 671
1.662 845 66

-1.374 213 124 13
54;199 28;438 17,937

14;052
1,326

21.479 17323 326
2.285 1.055 441 204
_4074 13.158 578 218
69748 20519 18,205 1.442
39.989 18.523 3;203 665
13,627 11.970 741
11;511 _5;633

5.942
4221 400

25,586 16;251 _ 497
21,391 9.758

2;355
3,528 1,031

_8;798 4.131 3,990 348
25;536 _6;832

iN71
1;066

29.315 26.984 1;745
42.644 16.940 19,915

Nig16;759 12314
17.172 10.933

8J184
336 310

29.735 15.386 7,711 680
4;549 1.231 1 646 149

4202;2909.098 4.061
3.946 928 842 149
_3;949 774 -1,266

4;035
-66

1 161;917 6;928 ,274
-9,491 2.395 2.965 398
28.542 24.492 37.445 2,219
27;925 22;854 6;700 1.320
-3.922 -1.559 403 112
54.994 44,435 8.829 2,344
29;855 11;328 1.193 594
19.962 1.822 _2,143 171
50.853 34.194 2,587
1;769 22.787

12.956
1,345 2;714

3.212 1;146 1;167 165
28.535 18.096 6.166 856
15;394 _1.525 517 98
27;655 15995 2.152 1,292
66.348 25.538 29 792 1;097.

8438 3.302 11.257 309
_2;628 899 _ 398 -95

7;02929.515 15.121 1.106
14,422 7.706 3.703 1.114
13.714 _9;797 -2.104 325
16,461 11431 11.119 813
2.793 723 209 135

_39 196 -O. 9
162 599 21 4
- - - n.

hi-3i

__- -- --
688 _32 31
497 244 23

1.107;125 597;464 333,226 46,453

1.195.368 595.604 332.929 48.38e

MULTI- ORTHO-
HANOI, PEDICALLY
CAPPED IMPAIRED

1;011 508
192 114
862 481
309 -96

5;147 6;963
1,653 611
713 329
183 50

7 4
0 2.094

12;641 439
138 269
431 593
_-0 1.382
498 405
890 1.094
295 428
043 373
959
540

739
394

3.253 783
2;776 1;372

56 4.024
-0 1,371
185 404
588 017
275 118
560 662
431 224
161 122

8143 825
_ 648 429
5,103 1.236
1,017

0
953
148

3,832 3.707
1.173 375

0 597
_IO 1;037

2,925 2.272
_51 184
525 710
487 115

1.683 981
3;333 3;918
1.262 249

-17 -49
1.360 987
1.231 891
208 328
667 727

0 118
0 2
17 27
- -

-- _
122 -0
292 34

69,293 48.040

68;962 47,977

OTHER
HEALTH_
IMPAIRED

VISUALLY
HANOI-
CAPPED

DEAF,
BLIND

852 325 15
_65 27 1
460 274 0
179 101 5

12;498 2.393 155
9 251 2

1.019 53 0
19 27 1

-3 __1 _4
2,257 634 18

226 356 I

_ 1 63 A
575 89 2

1.072 586 3
23
0

305
184

2
12

196 193 19
371 373 4

1;284 381 15
349 112 2
992 583 71

1;877 793 56
i_O
845

836 0

1-'72l-13 M
805 244 72
190
1-0

61
128

17
0

101 62 3
230 26 5

1.075 237 9
_ 551 _91 13
6.43 1182 18
1 4e7; 517 9

39 -36 0
_e 840 _ 8

186 186 48
463 61 1-1

_ 0 1;107 _10
1,121 2,306 112

157 66 4
198 424 22
87 37 11

1.449 619 11

6;391 1,638 43
249 127 5
82 28 2

476 170 26
1;889

-91

245
208

1 4

0
323 257 19
211 48 3

0 e e
8 7 0
- - -
_ =
0 10 ;

51 8 0

se;535 20,451 906

5$3;478 29;426 906



TnNe E 3

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 5 YEARS DLD SERVED uNDER EHA-B
oy HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STATE
ALL

CONDITIONS
LEARNING
DISABLED

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

HARD OF
_SPEECH_ MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING
IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF

muLTi-
HANOI.-
CAPPED

°IRMO
PEDICALLY
ImPAIRED

_OTHER
HEALTH
IMPAIRED

VISUALLY
HANN-
CAPPED

DEAF-
BLIND

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA:
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICuT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAli
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA__
KANSAS
KENTuCKV
LOUISIANA
mAiNE
mARyLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
miCHIGAN
MINNESOTA
mISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEw HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHJO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PuERTO-R1C0
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAK
VERMONT-
VIRGINtA--
WASHINGTON_ _
WEST vIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GuAm
NORTNERN_MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BuR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R.

2.941
_ 759
2;309
2,465

21,881
1;653
4,533

738
_ 374
8,448
4.166
1 499
1;4L,8

28.402
5.838
5;144
2,671
4.266
5;185
2.517
6.114
_7;218
12,439
8,146
1.705
5;914
1.552
2.853
_ eae
1,827

13,990
1;250
6.248
5,760
1.051
7;737
5,715
1,219
7;668
1.711
1.189
5211
1,995
6.487

19.889
2;243

474
9.133
5;571
2.512
8.799

354
5

64
-

17-

52
297

260.931

260.513

28
_47
116
59

2.412
266
327
343

_5

126
7

_47
187

3.065
54
78
99
_29
408
70

232
425

1,687
829
__4
487
92

181
142
22

658
_31
644
235
_78
157
148
34

478
76

364
_18
126
188

2.593
254
23

340
257
31

907
27
0
1

-
-
a

35

19,355

19.311

2.574
i 621
1,635
2.882
12;852

911
3,481

237
_ 335
6.655
3.078

254
873

15.187
4;422
3,141
1,979
3.837
3;334
1,623
4.236
3;502
8.572
5.259
1;493
4,538
1,233
1.941

497
824

8,745
_ 749
3,964
4,570
_ 846
6.231
4,530
1.883
6;888

590
567

4;158
1.505
5,484

13;805
1,204

423
6.496
3;607
2.087
e.eai

292
_2

33
-
_-
30

198

182.880

182.617

171
a

276
120

2;680
47

143
69
_O

780
337
53

239
693

_ 309
1.227
261
198
615
282
426

1,314
649

1.043
116
274
-84
317
28
30

116
201
277
474
_78
291
234
31

649
276
111
506
al

347
1;577
219
17

1.091
807
83

760
15

1

18
-
-
4

17

21,068

21,028

20
e

61
-17
169
55

215
47
26
166
257

7

24
1.028

a
213
71
11

39
188
_48
592
325
264
_O

194
6

40
4

5

135
_76
360
29
11
88
8
7

128
50
48
19
15

115
255
232
-1

_72
148
19

478
0
0
0
-
7
1

4

6,279

6.274

28
21
40
141
909
74
124

8
2

164
26
27
12

152
73

121
48
_35
155
65

434
246
353
200
_9
62
27
48
25
4

106
28
112
88
13

340
109

6
192
164
21
79
26
123
132
35
4

190
189
32
175

3
e
0
-
7
1

3

5,404

5,400

70
42
65

_88
1;002
231
132
17
2
e

360
42
16

__0
112
89
49
61

151
133
585
274

8
10
_33
219
143

123
158
-52

3,757
76
79

137
__O
364
487

0
e

271
25

303
161
226
509
210
--2
259
223
206
159

0
e
1

-
r
8

17

11,557

11.531

23
40
86

-19
1.194

51
51
0

L2
314
61
61
76

223
38

249
68
_42
1E5
82

210
358
632
272
40
58
124
177
19
43
91
49

135
143
23

220
111
37
95
63
35
51

50
118
727
55
12

472
225
42

186
9
2

9
-
7
e
8

7,7E6

7.767

18
10
-5
29

393
e

135
3

2
181
15
e

50
68
4

0
53
24

262
-44
235
425

9
201

_e

37
34

e
-1

-40
335
32

577
87
6
e

36
16
0

146
_7
42
18
39

622
23
11

138
77
5

27
8
0
2
-
-
e

15

4 523

4 506

9
2

25
20

249
18
5
5
0

61
25
7

11
48
-.0

28
35
28
53
33
81
72
93
74
le
24
17
26

at
46
8

88
26
4

45
40
_5

38
69
11
24
10
34

264
10
11

55
38
-7
38

0
e
0
-
-
0
0

1,935

1.935

e
e
0
0

21
a
0
1

0
i
0
i

0
0

0
e
8
1

3

0
7
e
e
4
e

21
2
0
3
1

1

0
4
1

6
1

12
0
e
6
e

11_

3
3

5
1

1 0

20
e
0
2
0
e
0
-
-
0
0

144

144

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E-5 5 1 0



Tabic EA4
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 6 - 11 YEARS OLD SERvED UNDER EHA-8

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

HARD_OF MULTI- --ONO- OTHER VISUALLYALL- LEARNING -SPEECH- MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANOI, PEW:ALLY HEALTH_ HANDI- DEAF-STATE OW3ITIONS DISA8LED 1MPAIREL RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABAMA
ALASKA-
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA--
KANSAS--
KENTUCKY_
-LOUISIANA
MAINE--
MARYLAND_
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN-
MINNESOTA__
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA-
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW laxico
NEW-YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON_
PENNSYLVANIA
PLIERTO_RICO-
MOE _ISLAND__
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH---
VERmONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAm 1

NORTHERN-MARIANAS
T RUSTTERRITORIES_
VIRGIN_ISLANDS -------
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R.

37.370
_4;506
24.428
20.129
163,767
21;475
27.612
5.301

_1;402
85.533
43.258
5,312

_ 9;534
109.462
54,577
25;559
28,468
36.257
29,679
12.020
39,274
58.253
68;831
36.519
24,879
49;492
7,412
14.936
6;469
6.624
02,574
_14;356
191;698
60,775
_5.891
93;907
32,912
22,146
09,760
12.177
-8,556
34,571
.-0.579
-45.250
135.308
24;079
-4,310
47,373
30;537
24.986
30,446
5.237

70
537
-

*.

448
2,657

1,966.104

1,962,392

9.061
_2,347
11;246
-6.639
09,865
10,040
12,639
2.81-1
__ 404
27;661
7.734
2.678

_4;792
39,209
13.575
0,605
7,145
7.529
6.897
_4;340
17.047
21.525
23;589
16.496
-7.081
17.316
3.348
5.018
3;248
3.776
28.708
-5,815
55.503
17,219
-2.225
27,821
11.329
11.439
26,277
2,7J4
5,294

10,146
.1;981
16,676
63,998
81;764
-1,679
16,435
13,874
0,956

11.106
2.393

_0
206

-
138

1,246

749.416

747.624

15.757
1.686
8.835
6,519

69,138
5.949
8;736
1,321

_- 925
40,642
16.571
1.784

_2;979
49;195
32.163
9.782
_9;036
28,137
15.286
-4,530
16,957
13.108
38.623
11;661
13.943
22.634
3;085
6,643
2.262
1.927
46,179
-6,376
20;009
29,7.9
-2.840
44,745
15.554
6.983
47.144
_ 755
2.331

15.113
:_3.588
20,460
48.768
6.981
1;889

20.791
10,850
10,414
10.949
2.224

_34
123
-
-

121
883

612.077

618.916

6,994
114

1.853
4;326
7.902
1,020
1.247
272
-37

0;889
4;641

379
1.231
5,556
6.603
4,940
2108
6,512
2,768
1,491
1;620

12.234
4,980
4;181
3,297
5.206

452
1.695

3,44
301

1;553
795

7,448
7,336
-- 543
14,534
4;427
589

10,228
6;871

. 307
5.432

573
4.763
8.888
1.354
± 320
4,424
2.803
3;381
3;603

265
_31
177

442
202

192,419

191.867

2;209
119

1.525
_ 215
2,971
2,977
3839

754
-31

7.649
6,236

169
193

4,749
1;378
2,025
1,376
_ 868
1,119
1,535
1,027
8,040
6.692
2,257
_ 116
3.078

211
819
358
359

3,070
1.261

12,460
2.934
_ 129
2.408

475
_ 725
4,223

577
.. 396
2.717

114
, 820
7,329
5.989
_ 100
2;227
1.338

790
3,601

57
0
6

-
_13
105

118,698

118,574

316
49

221
. 163
2;552

292
271
26
0

527
122
_88
183
650
302
312
194
262
448
436
444
698

1,040
624
118
310
59

176
45
19

512
126
883
664
Ass
994
272

_ _81
1;085
545
_67
431
44

564
372
179
-45
444
507
139
354
77
5
i

-
-
15
15

19,033

18,997

452
14
349
421

1;863
747
291
87
4
-0

7,341
59
_18

0
220
236
467
427
265
218

1,206
1,164

0
e

_83
202
95

265
117
-68

2,865
281

2,146
476
9

1;834
494

o
_9

830
11
,90
193
691

1;305
537
-J

502
486

e
302

e
e

11
-
_.7

13
158

28,615

28,433

223
_77
228
-32

2,526
321
144
13
_0

962
176
125
109
556
198
480
212
155
286
207
289
465

1;568
624
193
394
60

270
64
50

285
219
456
471
-84

1,180
165
214
364
21e
82

330
49

396
1,526

lel
-22
382
390
155
307
64
_O
18
-
,
e

15

18,377

18,352

292
28
45
71

5,958
_0

420
7

506
89
-0
.50
286
11
_0
04

177
524
120
266
699
_.9

325
e

215
67
e

-24
111
129
236

2;638
690
16
_0

78
169
1_e
218
36
94
_22
347

2,593
112
40

194
969
41

114
129

0
2
-
,
e

25

19,210

19,183

148
-II
123
40

1,009
121
26
10

279
177
27
_29

261
126
75
80
188
165
_45
202
291
339
148
47

114
31
50
27
12
74
-43
454
z53
16

387
93

-21
462
224
29

215
_10
329
651
64
12
-54
104
110
104
29
0

1

-
-
6
6

7.959

7,946

6
i
e
_3

33
0
0
o

5
1
3
o
0
1

4

6
2
1

_0
16
29

e
3
1

24
4
e
e
4
2
4

10
3

_0
-4
25
5
5

46
I

3
5
5

21
0
0
0
7
0
e
2
0
e
-
-
e
0

300

300

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.



Table EA 5

NumBFR OF CHILDREN 12 - 17-yEARS-OLD-SERVED UNDER EHA-a
BY HANDIaPPING CONDITION

STATE
ALL

CONDITIONS
LEARNING
DISABLED

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

HARD OF
SPEECH MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING
IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED /4 DEAF

MULTI-
HANOI-
CAPPED

ORTHO-
PEDICALLY
IMPAIRED

OTHER
HEALTH_
IMPAIRED

VISUALLY
HANN,
CAPPED

DEAF-
BLIND

ALABAmA 41.108 16229 1;578 19;007 3,017 323 339 241 341 140 3

ALASKA_ 3;343 2.707 143 167 162 -55 _52 _25 _22 10 0

ARIZONA 21.587 14.444 840 2,550 2;535 265 323 141 374 112 0

ARKANSAS _19.321 12;272 __ 492 _6;264 _ 243 108 85 41 -76 _39 1

CALIFORNIA 153;495 111;106 13.652 10,103 5,294 2,499 1,557 2.687 5;517 966 54

COLORADO 18.773 10.234 896 4.632 4,780 315 594 214 0 106 2

CONNECTICUT 25.912 14.403 1.086 2;101 7;350 213 230 109 395 19 0

DELAWARE 5,048 3;094 103 445 1,256 29 68 32 9 12 0

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA i1.004 732 109 94 -57 10 0 _1 __e 1 0

FLORIDA 63.717 34.143 6.472 10.452 9;693 534 0 704 1,436 276 7

GEORGIA 39.143 14;498 1;773 10;329 7.231 156 4,718 175 114 149 0

HAWAII 5.283 4,064 246 521 241 75 32 74 __1 29 0

IDAHO_:_ 6.049 3.903 242 -1,232 328 _69 91 66 116 30 0

ILLINOIS 77.962 47.657 5;202 11;945 11.104 591 -0 110 662 266 1

INDIANA 33;793 18;411 2.429 10.294 1,721 260 450 153 a 163 1

10wA 22.606 12.012 683 5.559 3.431 270 255 320 0 64 6

KANSAS 44.909 -8.459 _ sea _2;879 2;623 143 125 -51 75 4

KENTUCKY_ 27;271 13;149 1;571 10.230 1,411 182
_62
274 159 157 137 1

LOUISIANA 32.640 21,671 2.735 4,735 2.188 338 167 238 427 141 8

MAINE 10.376 -5.074 613 1;979 2,119 129 163 97 173 30 2

mARYLAND 37;134 25;148 4;112 3.240 2;342 414 1,124 214 281 236 17

mASSACHUSETTS 55795 20,015 12,554 11,716 7.700 670 1,117 446 670 279 27

MICHIGAN 61.676 35.670 3.364 7,861 11;994 1;007 0 1;337 e 393 0

MINNESOTA-- 33.306 18;674 1;579 5.716 5;994 478 0 427 289 141 6

MISSISSIPPI 22;777 14.053 1.702 6.396 210 160 -52 152 __O 52 0

MISSOURI 37.884 21.365 2.506 8.547 4.129 267 142 305 587 95 21

MONTANA -5.263 3832 205 _ 551 381 43 108 31 82 21 4

NEBRASKA 11;094 6;417 504 2.292 1.355 168 135 175 _e 48 a

NEVADA- 5.708 4,437 266 456 sse 68 95 129 75 22 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE -6,693 -5,013 zee _ 364 _ 861 36 32 27 72 0 2

NEW JERSEY 62;107 39;230 5;929 3.700 9,812 542 1,882 371 541 98 2

NEW MExiC0 12.443 -6.849 2,151 1.071 -1,546 139 258 124 265 33 7

NEW-YORK- 126.471 78.072 4;414 12863 22.377 1;012 2219 556 4.384 570 4

NORTH CAROLINA 47;734 27951 1;685 12.638 3,557 511 309 316 558 209 3

NORTH DAKOTA 2.557 231 741 248 -29 __e _34 18 18 e

UH-10
_3.072
88.288 42.235 3.825 25.711 4;012 874 1;264 1;998 0 368 2

OKLAHOMA 23253 15;3E18 753 5;956 581 188 169 93 67 50 0

OREGON 16;371 12.687 967 872 1,312 77 0 233 192 _27 4

PENNSYLVANIA 74,857 40,969 5.422 18,645 7.813 1;135 ___O 407 _0 521 5

PUERTO RICO- 19.691 2.951 250 11;993 520 973 993 786 386 707 42

RHODE ISLAND__ _8;081 6;310 312 525 680 -61 10 -55 104 _23 _t

SOUTH CAROLINA 28.124 12.568 1.215 13,159 3,31-6 311 _68 269 47 166 5

SOUTH DAKOTA -4.067 -2.551 204 739 369 25 106 -I5 44 13 I

TENNESSEE _37;471 24172 1;641_ 0;083 1,223 500 554 393 661 235 _3

TEXAS 114.591 79.408 4.483 11.996 12,260 415 1,131 1;398 2.830 660 le

UTAH 12.769 5.577 248 t,457 4.826 87 339 53 95 53 4

VERMONT- _3-.145 1;978 304 466 273 -41 3 23 se 14 1

VIRGINIk 24;462 2,138 7.370 4,365 416 454 178 120 51 3

WASHINGTON 26.290 18,191 744 3.370 2.092 364 399 247 763 94 6

WEST-VIRGINIA 17.871 10,072 1;001 5;190 1;160 139 e 102 30 81 0

WISCONSIN 30;313 16;087 1,410 5.439 6,515 246 151 203 160 98 4

WYOMING 3.368 2,530 176 330 144 49 0 40 63 t5 1

AMERICAN SAMOA 166 _10 3 _59 0 4 0 0 e e 0

JUAN 825 438 6 346 15 1 5 7 2 2 0

NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - - - - -

TRUST-TERRITORIES --- -- _- - _, - 7 - - - -

VIRGIN-ISLANDS _ 590 135 67 355 16 le I e 0 4 0

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 2174 1,474 237 231 121 4 90 10 6 1 0

U.S. lk INSULAR AREAS 1.697.393 996,256 108.271 389;992 191;404 16,065 22,370 17,266 23.235 8,251 283

50 STATES, D.C. /4 P.8 . 1.693.738 996,209 107.958 308.998 191.250 mess 22.274 17,249 23,227 8.244 283

DATA AS 06 OCTOBER I. 1985.

E-7
512



131-dc \6

NUMBER
i : 1

OF CHILDREN 18 - 21 YEARS OLO SERvED UNDER
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

EHA-B

HARD bF MULTI- ORTHO-j OTHER VISUALLYALL LEARNING SPEECH- MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANOI, PEDICALLY HEALTH HANOI- DEAF-STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLINDALABAMA 8;726 2433 83 5.330 480 76 150 51 91 28

___--
4

ALASKA_ 319 204 _3 162 6 9 24 __2 -5 4 0
ARIZONA 2,313 1,058 19 ewe 210 28 122 26 36 14 0
ARKANSAS 1;666 053 22 735 12 _19 -45 4 3 _2 1
CALIFORNIA 17,760 8;418 724 5.175 708 521 725 556 630 169 47
COLORADO 1,691 772 17 418 352 28 81 25 _0 6 0
CONNECTIC-T 4,801 1,263 44 880 1,586 63 68 25 69 3 0
DELAWARE 448 276 1 59 93 3 11 5 0 e 0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 248 136 __5 _82 10 :1 1 __I __O 0 4
FLORIDA 5,662 2.286 221 2;367 438 101 0 114 132 18 5
GEORGIA 3;696 961 57 1.816 328 22 452 27 8 0 0
HAWAii 321 160 _i 102 24 14 5 __9 _Jo 8 0
IDAHO 1,736 297 10 454 133 34 386 252 329 19 2
ILLINOIS 7:114 3,082 164 2.325 1,324 49 9 93 58 17 2
INOIANA 2.862 1.318 66 1.317 91 38 16 16 2 6 0
IONA_ 2.626 982 21 1;144 273 32 110 45 0 17 2
KANSAS 1.251 500 i0 525 151 15 17 23 8 _3 4
KENTUCKY_ 2.590 1,032 -41 1.311 65 la 81 17 15 2e 9
LOUISIANA 4.413 2.163 116 1:640 182 90 78 58 74 22 3
mA-I-NE-

1.011 1 389 24 379 146 18 -26 a 15 14 _e
MARYLAND

4.824 1;993 233 1.340 287 69 448 70 120 64 31
MASSACWSETTS 5.182 1.509 151 1.720 1.841 131 223 _93 83 151 0
MICHIGAN 7,145 3.012 82 2;550 904 201 48 287 0 61 e
MINNESOTk- 3;090 1.182 te 1.372 339 49 1 8 48 30 12 4
MISSISSIPPI 2.568 1;336 34 1,124 10 23 17 19 0 4 I

MISSOURI 3.475 1.557 57 1;359 310 41 25 63 46 11 e
mONTANA 558 325 17 144 18 16 29 -3 7 2 7
NEBRASKA 1.999 547 10 557 76 28 37 40 8 4 e
NEVADA- 484 254 21 100 20 11 61 12 i 4 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 552 395 -9 79 41 1 7 9 12 7 _2 I

NEW JERSEY 6.525 3,840 164 1.559 1.018 114 439 78 70 19 4
NEw MEXICO -1.894 447 125 326 -52 15 37 116 7 2
NEW-YORk

14;771 6.941 134 4;204 1;948 242
_33
659 09 544 70 0

NORTH CAROLINA 5.286 2;270 51 2,409 1$0 57 95 53 72 19 2
NORTH DAKOTA 437 219 _5 188 15 2 _ 0 __7 i 0 0
OHIO 8.517 3.335 103 3;899 321 136 373 309 0 40 4
OKLAHOMA 1;755 224 18 709 39 25 23 6 5 3 3
OREGON 1.568 894 _29 330 99 _7 0 113 86 e 2
PENNSYLVANIA 18.026 3.911 199 4;672 792 195 171 0 -86 0
PUERTO RICO 9,922 478 165 4.427 166 1,032

, _0
e31 1.213 371 1;219 18

RHODE ISLAND_ 705 409 2 203 43 16 _5 12 18 3 2
SOUTH_CAROLINA 3.152 777 49 1,999 134 35 64 60 15 16 3
SOUTH-DAKOTA

_ 441 243 7 132 _49 --3 27 I _3 IA 2
TENNESSEE

4.083 2.298 70 1.902 104 107 212 -74 102 21 0
TEXAS 12,694 7.279 92 3,298 858 88 398 265 346 63 7
UTAH- 804 201 5 272 219 8 178 10 10 0 0
VERMONT 259 _ 117 12 87 _24 _5 1_9 2 1 1 1

VIRGINIA 4.803 1.039 90 2.230 365 56 145 35 24 10 3
WASHINGTON 2.301 1.162 21 726 125 34 123 20 80 _e I
WEST-VIRGINIA 2.471 1,011 152 1.143 104 15 -0 29 7 10 e
WIS_CONSIN 3.930 1;571 35 1.629 525 30 55 34 22 17 7
WYOMING 363 222 11 93 a a e 8 11 4 0
AMERICAN SA004

_ 5 -0 8 5 8 0 0 0 0 e 0
GUAM 122 60 0 55 0 2 0 1 0 4 0
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - - - - - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES -- - - _- - - - - ,., - -
VIRGIN_ISLANbS 203 --1 4 187 0 11 1 0 0 0 8 0
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 268 148 16 47 14 I 27 1 5 I eu.s. & INSULAR AREAS 196,676 80.564 3.897 74,005 16;845 3.901 8.751 4,611 3,567 2,306 17958 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 196.086 80.355 3;877 73.711 16,631 3,937 6.724 4,E00 3.562 2.301 179

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.



Table EA7

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-20 'FEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1985-1986

STATE
-ALL----

CONDITIONS
LEARNiNG
DtSABLED

SPEECH_
IMPAIRED

HARD OF
MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING
RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF

MULTI- ORTHO--
HANDI- PEDICALLY
CAPPED IMPAIRED

-OTHER
-HEALTH_
IMPAIRED

VISUALLY
HANOI,
CAPPED

DE-AFT,

BLIND

ALABAMA
ALASKA
*kr:0NA_
ARKANSAS _
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO--
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
10w4
K4NSAS_
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
mAINE
mAsyLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
miCHIGAN_
m1ANES044
MISSISSIPPI
mi_SsOuRI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSE1
NEW MEXTCO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OH'0_ __
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PuEPTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
souni_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH _
ERMONT

VIRGINIA-
wASHINCTON__ _

WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
reromiNO
AMERICAN SAMOA
3uAm
NORTHERN-mARIANAS
1PDST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

u.s & INSULAA AREAS

50 STATES, 0.c. & P.R:

882
2.966
1.188
3.441
2.705
4.361
3.388
3.795
4.049
9,441
3.032

532
352

36.393
8.155

541
1,877
3.168
4;703
1.313
1.895
15000
11,821

421
1,155
2.613

591
271
611

1.175
5.316

_ 413
40.403
3.457

599
0.509
1.446

2:::73;
1.119
623

1;092
547

1.289
11;234
1.eee
2.479
1.948
3.752
1.569
2.457
1;332

55
381

-
-

121
-

249.140

248;583

1 110
1;633

2
52

_79
249

1.058
1.099
1.787

-9
17
37
i:0

6.188
288

_1

39
136
122
33

-24
5;295

12
0
2
e
2
8
I_

203
67
8

2.331
58
9
_0
34

121
2.629

-0
86
90
2

=23
267

2
131
__3
436
37
_46
109

e
0
7
7
8
-

24.748

24.748

_0
744
129
99
_9

363
-11
221
152

0
117

2
e

1;825
677
-0

340
324
84
27
__9

0
190

s
12
_0

111
55
55
0

19,4?7

57
8

:8
105

1.042
-0
47
0
6

_E,

538
84

800
_2

229
174
401
617

I i

15
7
-
0
-

21.348

21.338

136
341
-93

2,258
1259
1.336

887
058

1.172
0.099

755
206
-16

10.352

4-11
1.185
2.199

391
455

3.101
7.543

Ilse

421
2.253

141
68
-59
319

1;872
26

811::
237

8.000
_ 572
2;626
9.250
826
180
581
153
318

2.969
400

1;271
23

1 11471

905
142
130
149

--

63
-

88,593

88.343

177
41-I

_17
439
315
451
870
660

1:?1!
59
-19

11;755
435
137
306
220
480
451
295

2.055
1.954

42
_2
81
46
78

139
124
410
72

9822
67

4
259
112
4e8

4.679
60
98
34
_87
360
443
135
91
284
183
123
199
49
_1

44
-.

_

12

- r

43;717

43,660

397
56
471
272
066
184
176
223
29
476
691
31
143

2.gg

184
259
339
649
_95
359
210
181
153
248
201
129
45

_:9
167
362
108

2312
776
66
129
272

1.036
1.029

13
51

172
_87
338

3.839
531
104
231
270
144
215
52
A
33

.,

6
-

21;960

21.920

8
-78
141
261
-15

1.402
294
28
-55
117
57
67
50
9

934
__7

322
484
592
237
458
328

1634
e

113
52
92
-44
116
139

1,149
161

6.655
795

6
e

293
e

_0
50
39
178
43
-56

847
202
155
543
903
8

154
126
10

100
-
-

29
-

20;408

20.269

-9
41
_69
253
--1
360

e
311
_61
133
62

104
0

2,774
377
_3
157
161
265
17
23
168
9
s

54
_1

21
0
17
35

172
e

2.241
78

115
e

-18
24e
960
135
38

1
_99
--8
347
185
65

=25
360
94

283
91
2
17
-
7
I
-

10.960

10.941

-9
_1e
124
69
46
9
2

31
23
48
65
8
e

649
281
__3

50
175
154
47

-22
208
493

e
5
0
17

_ -0
164
36

199
e

1.559
103
ee
e

49
210

e
35
60

8
6

-23
1;572

64
43
46

220
432
186
123

0
2
-
7
0
-

7,607

7.6ee

144
_17
138
164
55
67
478
114
_25
167
157
11

123
698
240
63
70

170
lee

-7
194
90
24
33
101
39
119
35
2

88
225
_48
501
101
28
113
_88
398
444
10
20
57
23

150
563
264
-45
696
89
89

136
20

8
11

7
-

0
-

8,575

8;564

28
1

8
15
25
ee
11
36
27
12
29

7
I

87
5

22
36
13
28
-8
56
16
0
-8
19
6
12
8
_2
-9
97
:0

176
26
23
0
-8
ne
5
0
4

_10
47
13
49
19
-4

23
35
16
12

3
2

10
-
-
10
-

1.226

1.204

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=9
514



Table EA8

NUMBER AND CHANGE IN NUMBER OF
CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 Or ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-8

ALL CONDITIONS

PERCENT CHANGE+---------NUMBER SERVED---+ +CHANGE IN NUMBEWSERVED+ +--IN NUMBER SERVED -+

STATE _1976-77- 1264-65 1985-450
1976-77 -
1985-66-

IsaA-as -
1965-16

1976-77 -
1985-86

1984-15 -
1985-80

ALABAMA 53.967 60.976 91.167 37.120 2.431 66.6 2.4ALASKA 0;597 11,360 11.695 2.296 535 23.9 4.7ARIZONA_ 43.045 52;196 51.605 0.760 .-393 20.4 -0.8AAKANSAS -28,487 46.043 47,322 10635 --721 66.1 -1.5CAL4FORNIA 332.291 369.142 370.080 46;597 9,748 14.0 2.6COLORADO 47.943 46;805 47.953 10 1;146 0.0 2.5CONNECTICUT 62,665 65,476 65.426 3.341 -52 5.4 -0.1DELAWARE 14.307 15,018 15,322 1;015 304 7 1 2:6DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _9;261 _7.394 --7.069 -2.192 ,-325 -23.7 -4.4FLOeIDA 117.257 165;302 172.821 55.564 7,519 47;4 4.5GEORGIA 85,209 102.446 93.295 6686 -9.153 :9.5 -8:9HAWA4I 16;544 12.394 11.947 1.403 _-447 13.3 -3.6IDAHO 14,573 _18144 -19.159 4.566 1.015 31.5 5.6ILLINOIS 220,797 245.647 242.333 12.536 -3.314 5.5 -4:3INDIANA 87,044 104.163 104.417 16773 234 19.1JOWA__ 51.655 57.506 56,476 5.421 -1;024 10.6
_0.2
-1.6KANSA9_ 37,623 411.419 41.176 13553 -243 94 -8.6KENTUCKY 57.057 74,901 73.500 16:503 -1.341 28.9 -1:8LOUISIANA 66;969 61.370 76,626 -10.361 -4.751 -11.9 -5.8MAiNE 23.701 27;452 27,645 4.144 393 175 1.4MARYLAND -04.184 90.462 89;041 4;857 -1.421 5.6 -4.8mAsSACHUSETTS 1310962 140.690 141,440 9;456 558 7.2MICHIGAN_ 153,113 182;317 161.862 1.749 -455 _5.7
_0.4
-0.3miNNEsOTA 72.136 80.640 at:Asa It,352 848 13.0 1.1MISSISSIPPI 29.219 52.066 53.084 23;865 1.016 81.7 2.0MISSOURI 94.367 90570 99.378 4.991 808 -5.3 0.8MONTANA -8.610 15;930 15;376 6,766 -554 78;6 -3.5NEBRASKA 25.270 30.273 30;453 5.181 180 26.5 06NEVADA_ 11 ,133 14.087 14.176 _91 27.4 0.6NEN HAMPSHIRE -9,916 15.561 _16.671

_3.045
-6.155 510 62.1 3.3NEW JERSEY 145.077 166.282 176;512 25;435 3.530 17.5 2.1NEW MEXICO 15.149 128.166 29.5i6 14.487 1.368 95.1 4.9NEWYORK 240.250 202;326 282-43 49.333 263 26.5 0.1NORTH CAROLINA 90.035 119.688 112.934 14.699 -6.754 15.2 -5.6NORTH DAKOTA ___6.976 -11.941 11.850 _2;074 -91 32.0 .43.8

OHJO 166.314 201.169 196.956 30.642 -2;213 16.2 -1.4OKLAHOMA 44.101 65;093 65.061 20.900 -12 47.3 0.0OREGON 37;258 -40,153 46.575 9;317 -1,575 25.0 -3.3PENNSYLVANIA 200.792 196;779 202.357 -k.435 5;578 1-2.1 2.8PUERTO RICO_ 11.200 40;327 44;620 33.42e 4,293 298:4 10.6RHODE -ISLAND 15;971 19.045 19.152 3;161 107 19.9 41E6
SOUTH CAROLINA 72;357 72610 72.157 -453 -0.3 -0.6SOUTH_DAKOTA -9.936 13;006 13.629

_-200
3.693 621 57.2 4.8TENNESSEE -99.254 90,954 95.380 -3.871 -3.574 73.9 -3,8TEXAS 233;552 294.830 293.418 59;860 -1,412 25.6 -0.5

UTAK
37.204 41;609 41.791 4.587 -18 12.3 0.0VERmONT- -6.362 10.256 10;6E5 -4.283 409 67.1 4.0VIRGINIA- 77,616 103,374 102.814 25;198 -560 32.5 -0.5WASHINGTON- 57;705 67;1359 68,451 10.746 592 18.6 8.9WEST VIRGINIA 38.135 44,153 46.409 16.274 2.256 540 5.1WISCONSIN 58,019 74,861 75.945 17;926 1.084 30.9 1.4

WYOMING 7;261 11,044 10.654 3.393 -387 46.7 -3.5AMERICAN SAMOA 139 116 201 62 85 44.6 73 3GUAM 2.597 1.995 1;929 -668 -66 -25.7 -313NOOTHERN-MARJANAS - - - - - - 7TRUST_TERRITORIES 1.120 - - - - -VIRGIN ISLANDS 1.712 135 1;414 -298 1.279 -17.4 947.4OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 5.364 5.586 - 24 - 8.4
U.S. lc INSUt4R AREAS 3.706.601 4.363.031 4,370;244 661.643 7.213 17.8 6.2
50 STATES. D.C. 8 P.R. 3.703;033 4.355.421 4,361,312 658.279 5;891 17.6 0.1

THE FIGURES_REPRESENT_CH-ILDREN-0-28
YEARS OLD_SERVED UNDER CHAPTER I OF ECIA (SOP)AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-B.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1965.

E=10



Tab lc EA8

NUmBER AND CHANGE

STATE_

IN NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED

LEARNING DISABLED

UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-B

PERCENT CHANGE-
+CHANGE IN NUMBER SERVED+ +--IN NUMBER SERVED-+

1978-77 - 1964-85 - 1978-77 - 1904-85 -
1985-86 1905-66 1985-58 1666-66

+---------NUmBER SERVED

1976-77 1984-85 1985-88-

ALABAMA 5,436 28043 27;751 22;315 1,206 418.5 6.6

ALASKA_ 3;927 8:597 6,938 3,811 341 76.7 5.2

ARIZONA 17.214 26.827 26.866 -9.652 839 -56.1 3:2
ARKANSAS -5,872 -21,476 21.875 _16;803 _ 399 331.3 1.9

CALIFORNIA 74;404 204;795 211;940 137.536 7.145 184.9 3.5

COLORADO 16.661 20.895 21,569 6664 874 29.5 4.2

CONNECTICUT 19.201 29.876 29.698 10489 -186 54:6 -0.6

DELAWARE 4;392 7.416 7;823 3;231 207 73.8 2.8

DISTRICT OF COLUMWA 1,661 -3.106 -3.844 1.353 -62 83.3 -2.8
FLORIDA 31,650 61.062 84.436 32.566 3,354 102:3 5.5

GEORGIA 15.744 31;624 23;237 7;493 -6..587 47.6 -27.0
HAWAII 4,880 7:391 6,992 2,112 -399 43.3 -5.4
IDAHO- 5.604 -8.417 -6.161 -3,577 764 63.8 9:1

ILLINOIS 53.3213 96033 99,991 45;703 2.958 _65.8 3.1

INDIANA _5;422 32;110 33:940 28;424 1,736 524.2 5.4

IONA 17.553 22.045 21,678 4,123 -369 23.5 -1.7
KANSAS 6.425 16.461 16;262 _7617 -239 _92;8 74.5
XENTUCKy_ _7423 21.974 21;875 14.452 -99 194.7 -0.5
LOUISIANA 18.823 37.054 33.261 22.438 -3.793 287.3 -70.2
MANE 7.261 9.764 9.903 -2,642 1 139 3C;4 1:4

MARYLAND 20.093 46;667 44;444 15;351 -2.243 52.8 -4.6
MASSACHUSETTS 18;542 49.483 49.450 38.908 -13 186.7 0.0

lICHIGAN 28.143 61.998 63,898 35,747 1,894 127.0 3:1

MINNESOTA- 21.458 36,052 37,181 15;725 _ 529 73.3 1.4

MISSISSIPPI _2;748 20;512 22:476 19.728 1.964 717.9 9.6
MISSOURI 22.862 39,342 40,727 17,865 1.365 -78.1 3:5
MONTANA 2.1163 4.644 _7,399 4.716 -45 163;6 -4.6
NEBRASKA 5.433 12;094 12.163 0,730 -69 123.9 8.6

NEVADA 4.762 7.823 7 782 3,800 -43 -62.7 -0.5
NEW HAMPSHIRE -3.091 -9.062 19,409 _6.318 327 204.4 3.6
MEW JERSEY 33;188 58.594 71;700 38.512 3;106 118.0 4.5

NEW MEXICO 6.175 11.894 12.342 -6,187 1.248 -99.9 11.2

NE/ YORK 34,514 131.188 143,461 186,947 12,273 315.7 6:6
NORTH CAROLINA 17,697 52;528 47;733 38;838 -4;795 169.7 -9.1
NORTH DAKOTA _2;439 5:131 15.880 -2.641 -51 108.3 -1.9
0100-- 32.399 73.856 73.548 41,149 492 127.0 0:7
OKLAHOMA 15.915 27941 27.823 12;888 -116 85.3 -4.6
OREGON 11;146 25;847 25;175 14.029 128 125.9 0.5
PENNSNLVANIA 19.772 69.771 74.204 54.432 4,433 275.3 16.4

PUERTO RICO- 1;012 -3;976 16,209 5;197 2235 5135 56.2
MHODE ISLAND__ _4;628 12.135 12.463 7;863 328 169.8 2.7

SOUTH CAROLINA 10.021 23;272 23;407 12.786 335 115.2 11.4

SOUTH DAKOTA -1,196 4,833 _4.903 3707 868 309.9 21.5
TENNESSEE 35243 -43.273 43477 _6;234 _204 _23.4 0.5
TEXAS 58;098 154,478 153.535 102.645 -943 201.7 -0.8
UTAH 13.584 14,439 14.798 1.214 359 _8:9 2.5
VERMONT- -2.028 -3.793 _6;126 _2.182 335 103.8 6.0
VIRGINIA_ 18;211 43.866 65;579 28;868 1,793 178.1 2.7
WASHINGTON 10,129 34,327 33.928 23,791 -407 234:9 -1;2
WEST-VIRGINIA -5.743 17,235 16.107 12;364 872 215.3 5.1

WISCONSIN 14,378 2C622 29;717 15;339 95 108.7 0.3

WYOMING 3.884 5;152 5,281 2.197 129 -71.2 2:5
AMERICAN SAMOA 37 118 _i0 -37 _9 -100.0 8.8

GUAM 148 852 705 557 53 376.4 8.1

NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - _ -

TRUST-TERRITORIES 269 - ---
_

-
_
- - -

VIRGIN-ISLANDS 176 9 _ 282 188 _273 60.2 3,033.3
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 3.857 2,985 - -152 - -5.0

U.S. At INSULAR PREAS 797,226 1.839,292 1.972.339 1.975.113 33.047 134.9 1.8

50 STATES, D.C. 4/ P.0 . 796.596 1.835.574 1,668.447 1.671,851 32.673 134.8 1.0

THE F1OURES-REPRESENT CHILDREN_6-20_YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (502)
AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER E144-8.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1965:

E-11_
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Tabl-e EA8
women AND CHANGE IN NUWER OF cNILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER I OF EciA (SOP) AND EMA-B

SPEECH IMPAIRED

STATE

PERCENT-CHANGE
+CHANGE_IN NUMBER SERVED+ +--IN NUPBEN SERVED-4

1976-17 - 1964-85 - 1976-77 - 1984-25 -
1985-86- 1085-00 1e85-ae 1985-86

276-77

UMBER

1964-85 1925-86

ALABAMA 14.096 19.420 19;992 5.696 572 4-1.0 2.9ALASKA_ _1,644 -3.941 3.197 1.353 158 73.4 5.1ARIZONA 11.319 11;552 11.441 -22 -97 0;7 -0:8ARKANSAS-- -7.162 2;742 _9;205 =2.023 -544 22.2 -5.6CALIFORNIA 127,617 22.257 95.572 -32.245 3,315 -25.2 3.0COLORADO 13;169 -6.621 2.136 -5.033 115 -38:2 1.4CONNECTICUT 16.516 13.904 13.216 -3.246 274 -19.6 2.1DELANARE ___ ___- 3.395 1;563 -1;512 -61 -44.5 -3 1DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA L2.406
_1,944
-1.i66 -1.526 -972 -260 -315.9 -144FLORIDA 37.253 50.279 54.190 16.937 3.311 45:5 _6.5DEORG1A 23.322 24.429 21;596 -1.726 -2.903 -7.4 -11.8HAWAII 2,452 2.308 2.267 -165 =21 -6.7 -0.9temp- _3;282 -4.567 -4,074 722 .433 24:1 -9.6ILLINOIS 60.274 72.357 71;573 -8.761 -764 -1.1INDIANA 43.759 49.919 39;757 -2.092 -1,162

.-10.6
-18.5 -2.8-ICWA-- 17.475 14.227 13.627 773.442 -600 -22:9 -4.2KANFAS-- 15501 11.982 11.051 -3.650 -131 -23.5 -1.1KENTUCKY_ 21.541 25.242 25;912 _4.369 -30 20.3 70.1LOUISIANA 44,026 21.734 21.475 -22.553 -259 -51.2 -1.2MAINE _5;973 _6.501 -6.623 850 222 14.2 3.4MARYLAND-- 36.284 25322 25.547 -4.737 159 -15.6 0.0MASSACHUSETTS 35.677 32.443 32.766 -2;311 323 -6.6 1.2MICHIGAM 67.464 43.154 42.641 -24.823 -513 -36.8 -1.2MINNESOTA-- 26.692 19.091 18750 -7,233 -332 -29.7 -4:7MISSISSIPPI -9.416 17.233 17362 7.746 129 89.6 0.7MISSOURI 35.296 29.732 29.735 -6.561 __5 -12.1 0.0MONTANA _2;491 4;075 4.552 2.661 -323 _82.7 -6;0NEORASKA 10.331 94251 9;626 -1;233 47 -11.9 8.5NEVADA 3.127 3.123 3.157 :_ _36 26 --1.9 -0.8NEW HAMPSHIRE _1;338 _2;028 -3.695 1.75 167 13L3 5:7NEW _JERSEY 66.945 66;492 61.692 -7;553 609 -11.4 1.6NEW_MEXICO -2.056 -6.544 L9.421 _7;343 657 356.8 10.6NEW-YORK 61 549 34.939 36.937 -24.412 -2 -40.0 0.0NORTH CAROLINA 26,913 27;261 27.036 123 -225 0.5 -0.8NORTH DAKOTA -3.923 3.026 56 119 1.4 0.5OHM-- 56.667 56.423

_3.9/9
54.904 -3.963 -1.579 -6:7 -2.8OKLAHOMA 14.136 20.606 26655 6.719 249 47.5 1:2OREGON_ 10.662 11.952 11;967 285 -865 2 6 -7 2FtwayLVANIA

22;213 59.634 50.005 -39.318 61 -,39.6 6.1PUERTO-RICO-
_ 212 1.724 1760 1.541 -4 703,7 -0.2RHOOE ISLAND__ -5,217 3.105 3;259 -1;956 154 -37.5 5.0SOUTH CAROLINA 23.376 22.512 22.535 -2_;1135 _23 -12.1 0.1SOUTH-DAKOTA _5.976 _5;082 -5,304 -674 -17a -11.3 -3.2TENNESSEE 31.722 22691 27.655 -4.047 -1.236 -12.8 -4.3TEXAS 73.523 67.665 66.866 -11.637 -279 -14.8 -1.4UTAH- 6.632 6.567 8.222 1.890 -_455 22.5 -0.8VERMONT- -1.760 -_3.649 3.222 1,463 179 820 5.9VIRGINIA_ 29.693 30.052 29.517 -116 -;;-A -0.6 -1.8WASHINGTON 24.655 14.392 14.654 -10.004 252 -49,6 1.6WEST-VIRGINIA 9,947 13;235 mese 3.941 651 39.2 4:9WISCONSIN 15.404 17.966 12.262 3;452 696 22.4 5.0WYOMINO 1;810 3.171 3.320 1,519 149 -63.4 -4.7AMERICAN SAMOA _0 0 -40 -40 49 106.0 100:0GUM_ 421 216 177 -304 -39 -63.2 -18.1NORTHERN MARIANAS -- - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES _7/ -

_-
--- - - -

_ _vInclocisLAmos 325 O _ 222 -103 222 -31.7 100.0ow. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 1.250 1,334 - 64 - 6.7
U.S. 0 INSULAR AREAS 1,362.672 1.129;417 1.128.471 -174.207 -946 -13.4 -0,1
50 STATES. c.c. I P.R. 1;361.795 1.127.951 1.120,008 -175.097 -1.253 -13.5 -6.1

THE MMUS-REPRESENT-CHILDREN 6-20 YEARS OLD_SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER El1A-2.

DATA AS Of OCTOBER 1, 1985.

E-12
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Mbre E.A8

NUMBER :ND CHANGE IN NUmBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-B

STATE 1976-77

ALABAmA 31,203
ALASKA 1,277
ARI2CNA_ 8.608
ARKANSAS 14.874
CALIFORNIA e2.916
COLORADO 10.077
CONNECTICUT 10.132
DELAWARE 3.199
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _2.918
FLORIDA 34.311
GEORGIA
HAWA.1.1

IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

31.744
2.434

_3.507
48.974
27784

10WA_ 12.883
KANSAS -cm
KENTUCKY 22.872
LOUISIANA
mAINE
mARYLAND

24;547
-5.884
17.523

MASSACHUSETTS 34;972
MICHIGAN 34.715
MINNESOTA 15.140
MISSISSIPPI 15.487
MISSOURI
MONTANA

25.304
2.114

NEBRASKA 7.557
NEVADA 1.588
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.720
NEW JERSEY 22.394
NEW MEXICO _4.519
NEW-YORX 55.582
moriam CAROLINA 48.334
NORTH DAKOTA _1974
OHIO__ 87.826
OKLAHOMA 12.753
OREGON _7;897
PENNSYL 'ARIA 58.451
PUERTO-RICO $ .132
RHODE ISLAND-- -2.483
SOUTH CAROLINA 29.944
SOUTH DAKOTA 1.787
TENNESSEE 23.019
TEXAS 47.580
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRG:NIA__

5.117
-2.133
22359

WASHINGTON 11.884
WEST RGINIAW 11.983
WISCONS1N .19 187
WYOMING 1.197
AMERICAN SAMOA 71

GUAM ____ 739
NORTHERN_MARTANAS -
TRUST TERRITORIES 528
VIRGIN ISLANDS 954
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS -

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 969.562

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 987.272

MENTALLY RETARDED

PERCENT CHANCE
NUMBER SERVED +CHANGE IN NUMBER SERVED+ + IN NUMBER SERVED-+

1976-77 - 1984-85 -
1984-45 1985,6e 19155-85 1985-85

34.313
591

1:1::
28;501
5.180
5.611
1.798
_1.374
27.317
24.958
1,285

ii:IT
23;482
12.288
8.190

20119
12;755
4.822

-7.317
30.071
28.188
12.958
12;412
18.353
1.549
5;098

953
4.140
10;084
_2.895
33.009
28.015
_1;823
53.983
12.025
_4;818
43.350
22.137
_1.882

Tgi
18.933
29.027
3,850

-2.370
14;786
8.783
10.132
12.731

897
116
854

-
-64
502

717.785

716.269

33,838
: 890
5;572

13.703
27;119
4.445

741
1.385

26.587

11:1211
3.172

341.72

li:11'311

19.418
11.257
4.522

17.227
30.185
23.583
12.499

141,iii
4;929

1.:1173

e;699
_2.421
31.073
23.748
i1.787

7N:I31
_4.448
43.444
23.593
_1.328
16.65T
1.878

15;413
28.507
3.702
-2.1051
15;214
8.733
10,257
12;338

865
134
748
-
-

751
407

686.077

683.947

2,435
_-587

-3.646
-974

-.IA;
-4.866
-1.496
-1.S33

--1.;:;i:
-1_._173

-395
-18.103
-4.878
:-552

-2.532
,3.458
-12.590
-1.142
-16.236

:11,111

.71111
-7.885
--742

-2.828

1-.1tP7

-13;594
-2.098
-24.509
-22.588

-187
-15.03
-055

_3.249
-13.047
15.481
=1.157
-11,287
-109

-t°45-ri

-_-_.7.1ig

.7.:3:,1

-4;851
-332

63
9
-
-

-203
-

-283,485

-283,325

-675
99

-94
_-626

-1..382
-743
-345
-23
11

-740
-6.11

409

-3Lg:
-175
-57
,703
-798
-100
-30
94

-2.605
-457

-1_._058
-714
-177
-109

34
-53

-1;264
-274

-1.936
-2.287

-36

-11.?//
-368
-94

1;456
-33$

-1.015
-14

-1:522
-520
-52

-217
448
-50
125

-395
-32
48

-86
-
--

887
-5

-31,798

-32.322

THE FIGURES REPRESENT CHILDREN 0-20 YEARS-OLD-SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-8:

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1985.

E-13

178-77 - 1984-65 -
1965-86 1985-86

_7.8 ,2.0
-46.0 16.8
-35.3 -1 7
-4.6 -4:4

-46.8 -4.8
-55.9 -14.3
-48.0 -6:1
-46.8 -5.2
-52.5 0.e
-22.5 -2:7
-43:1 -27.6
-48.2 -1.9
-44.1 14.8
-37:0 -11:4
-17.6 -2.4
-4.4 -,k.4

-29.2 -6:9
,15.1 -3.5
-51.3 -6.3
-20.2 -2.2
-58.4 -0.4
-13.7 0.3
-32.1 -9.9
-174 -3.5
-26.7 -8.5
-30.3 -3.9
-35.1 -11:4
-34.8 -3.3
-37.8 3.6
-52.8 -4.6
,80.7
-46.4 -10.2
-44.1. -5.9
-48.7 -8.7
-9.5 -2.0
-22.5 -2.9
,6.7 -1.1
-42.2 -7.6
-23.1 0.2

6;6
2-547.; -20.2
-37.7 -5.2
-6.1 -0.5
,33.e
-46.1 -1.8
-27.7 4.4
11.3 -9.1

-32.0 3.0
-25.3 -0.6
-14.3 1:2
-35.7 -3.1
-27.7 -3.6
80:7 15:5
1.2 -10.3

-

- -
-21 3 1:074.4

-1.0

-29.2 -4.4

-29.3 -4.5



Table EA8
_

NUMBER AND CHANGE IN NUNBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF (CIA (SOP) AND EHA-8

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

STATE

PERCENT CHANGE_
+CHANGE IN NUMBER SERVEDI +--IN NUMBER SERVED-+

1976-77 - 1984 -ea - 1976-77 - 1984-85 -
leas-ea 1985-86 leas-aa lees-ae

4---------NUMBER SERVED--------+

1976-77 1e84-65- 1985-86

ALABAMA 917 5;468 5,983 4.986 435 54317 a.eALASKA_ 335 307 _ 328 1-7 21 -2.1 6.8ARIZONA_ 3,865 5,145 4,132 667 -813 -18.2 -15.8ARKANSAS 249 469 494 254 -_25 10518 5.3CALIFORNIA 21,999 9;096 93812 -12,378 522 -54.3 517COLORADO -4,844 8,217 9,479 3;635 262 75.0 3.2CONNECTICUT 18;381 13,471 13,446 3,065 -25 29.5 -0.2DELAWARE _- 2.753 3;023 3.020 287 -3 _9.7 -0.1DISTRICT Or COLUMBIA 1,686 741 _ 792 _ -294 51 -27.1 6.9Foram 7,564 19,179 26,326 12;742 1,147 160.0 6.0GEORGIA 9,977 173841 15,224 6047 -2.417 _6717 -13.7HAWAII 158 444 564 342 56 216.5 1216IDAHOI_ 591 548 597 116 149 2.6 8.0ILLINOIS 31;157 313186 29.960 -1,197 -1;286 _-3.8 -3.9INDIANA 4,406 3;373 33838 2,238 265 159.9 7.91044 1,757 5.945 6;079 4322 434 246.0 2.3KANSAS- 13989 4,193 4,527 2;547 334 128.6 8.0KENTUCKY- 1;534 2;886 2,653 1,119 -13 7219 -0.5LOUISIANA 3,499 3.994 3;998 497 2 14.2 01121904 4.128 4,441 1;537 313 52.9 7.6MARYLAND _3;787 _41855 -3,999 212 -56 _5.6 -1.4MASSACHUSETTS 24,487 19;393 191428 -5,039 35 -20.6 0.2MICHIGAN 13,224 22,203 21,869 8645 1-334 85.4 -_-1.5MINNESOTA 4;403 73777 8,898 4,493 13119 102.0 14.4MISSISSIPPI 56 _ 441 !38 288 -63 57610 -15.7MISSOURI 5,359 7,511 7;772 2413 261 45.0MONTANA 317 - 697 662 345 -35 196.6 -5.0NEBRASKA 977 23382 2.368 1,39t A 14214 0.3NEVADA-i___ 548 : 915
_ 981 433 66 79.0 712NEW HAMPSHIRE __ 886 -1,298 1,390 784 _92 182.6 7.1KEW JERSEY 11;758 14,720 14,453 2,695 -267 _22.9 -4.8NEW MEXICO 4,278 2;791 _3;837 1,759 246 137.6 8.8NEW YORK 461948 45.483 46,767 -181 1,364 -0.4 3.0NORTH CAROLINA 2;482 73913 7,311 4,655 304 1972. 4.3NORTH DAKOTA 286 _ 389 487 201 18 _97.8 caOH10- 1,946 7,937 7;088 53148 51 285.4 0.7OKLAHOMA 482 1023 1,215 753 _92 183.0 8.2OREGON= 2.439 2;811 -2,611 472 -200 _7:1 -7.1elENNSMANJA 0,794 10.001 17,635 7,844 1,034 612PUERTO-RICO_ 376 1,284 1,375 999 94

_90.1
285.7 7.1RHOOE ISLAND 1;248 1,247 1,265 -17 48 _1.4 3.9SOUTH CAROLINA 4,958 0..061 6;220 2,162 139 _2:3SOUTH DAKOTA 149 517 694 455 -67
_53.3
395.4TENNESSEE 2,482 _23872 -2,520 38 -352 __1.5

_16.8
-12.3TEXAS 9,734 19;898 213145 11,414 1,247 117.3 8.3UTAH 10.280 11,894 11;392 1;112 -502 10.8 .4.2VERNONT 127 1 406 489 362 183 285.9 29.4VIRGINIA-- 3,889 7;521 7313 3,624 -208 19812 -2.8WASHINGTON __ 5,691 3,659 3;886 -21005 227 -34.0 6.2MEST-VARGINIA 835 -1,992 2.224 1.,56e 232 250.2 11.8WISCONSIN 4,836 19,863 11,313 6,482 455 134.0 _4.2Womma 447 972 258 -lag -714 -42.3 77315AMERICAN SAWA 19 -0 _1 _1 188.0 100.0GUAM 23 55

_1
85 42 10 182.8 18.2NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES 95 -- r - -- - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS 76 111 -01. -32 33 -42.1 300.8am: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 257 244 - -13 - -5:1

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS 283,087 373,207 378,943 93,1156 33734 33.2 1.0
54 STATES; DIC: & P.R. 292,893 372,884 376;589 931896 3.705 33.1 1.8

THE FIGURES REPRESENT CHILDREN_6--1_YEARS
OLD-SERVED uNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (S0P)AND CHILDREN 3-2' YEARS OLD SERVE., UNDER EMA-a.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1985.

E-14
: r



Tab lc EA8

NumeER AND cHANGE IN No4BER oF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER I OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-8

HARD OF HEARING & DEAF

IN NUMBER
_pERCENT_CHANGE_

SERVED+ +-IN NUMBER SERVED-+

1984-65 - 1979-77 - 1084-65 -

+---------NUWER SERVED + +cHANGE

1916-77 -
STATE 197E-77 198445 1965-64 1965.46! _ 1985-66 _19.65136__ _1985-86±_

ALABAMA 924
-----

1.174 1.140 216 -34 23.4 -2.9
ALASKA_ 462 165 199 -292 _25 -69:6 15.2
AR120,0, 907 1;130 1;925 118 -105 13.0 -9.3
ARKANSAS 515 609 693 88 -6 17.1 -1.0
CALIFORNIA 7.124 7,159 7;347 223 188 =3:1 26
COLORADO 1;181 932 693 _ -288 .r..39 -24.4 -4.2
CONNECT!CUT 1,890 867 847 -1,043 -20 -55.2 -2.3
DELAWARE 166 271 299 121 TO 12.0 _6.6
DISTRICT OF COLumBIA _ 276 _ _69 :42 -,236 -47 -114:9 -39.1
FLORIDA 2.163 2.937 1,892 -361 -235 -16.7 -11.5
GEORGIA 2,249 1.547 927 -1,322 -620 -58.6 -40.1
HAWAII 335 283 235 -190 -40 -299 -17:0
IDAHO 421 413 361 -69 .r52 -14.3 -12.6
ILLINOIS 4,349 3,737 3,567 -762 -150 -17.5 -4.0
INDIANA 1,889 1.281 1.220 -440 -44 -265 -3:3
100A-__ 915 964 995 -10 -59 -1.1 -6.1
KANSAS- 1,961 663 659 -1.331 -13 -67.2 -2.0
KENTUCKY- 1,256 914 836 -429 -76 -33.4 -8.5
LOUISIANA 1.370 1.675 1;680 _392 _5 _21.9 0.3
HAiNE 593 i 502 i 443 -159 -59 -25,3 -11.8
HARTLAND-- 1,627 1.438 1.419 -238 -49 -17.9 -1.3
MASSACHUSETTS 6736 1;933 1..955 -4783 _22 -71:0 1:1
MICHIGAN 3.191 2;952 2;762 -339 -190 -10,9 -6.4
MINNESOTA 1.574 1.492 1,594 -70 12 -4.4 0.8
MISSISSIPPI 881 580 558 -243 -22 -30.3 -3:8
NUSSOURI 1;465 960 881 -504 -79 -39.9 -8.2
MONTANA 361 261 269 -92 8 -25.5 3.1
NEBRASKA 474 454 465 -9 14 -1,9 -3.1
NEVADA 204 132 149 _-,-55 17 !.!.27.9 12.9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 432 270 233 -199 -37 -46.1 -13.7
NEW JERSEY 2,794 1.662 1;636 -1058 -26 -41,4 -4.6
NEW MEXICO _ 422 _ 404 _ 414 _,a _le _.,1.9 _2.5
NEW YORK 5.893 5,189 4.531 -1.362 -649 -23.1 -12.5
NORTH CAROLINA 2.336 2.976 2.996 -249 20 -10.3 1.9
NORTH DAKOTA 205 _ 197 178 ,27 -19 -132 -9.6
OH10- 2,779 2.518 2,473 -396 -45 -11.0 -1.ei
OKLAHOMA 816 676 066 59 -12 6,1 -1.4
OREGON 1;765 1;339 1.207 -,58 -132 -4:6 -9:9
PENNSYLVANIA 5;453 3;653 3.616 -1;837 -!37 .r33.7 -1.0
PUERTO RICO 991 2.439 2,717 1,726 278 174.2 11.4
RHODE ISLAND_ 356 223 218 -140 -7 -39.3 -3.1
SOUTH CAROLINA 1;613 1;126 1;026 -585 !rile -36.3 ,8.7
SOUTH DAKOTA 248 255 185 -63 -70 -25.4 -27.5
TENNESSEE 2,176 1.759 1.630 --546 -129 -25.1 -7.3
TEXAS 6.421 4;967 4;846 -1;575 -121 -24:5 -2.4
UTAH 746 641 649 94 -1 12.6 -0.1
VERMONT 438 187 199 -61 -12 44.2 6.4
VIRGINIA__ 1;797 1;540 1;337 -460 -203 -25:6 -13.2
wASHINGTON 2.359 1;363 1.364 -975 21 -41.3 1.5
WEST VIRGINIA 576 466 469 -107 -3 -18.6 0.6
WISCONSIN 1.267 1.102 1.928 -239 -74 -16.9 -6:7
WYOMiNG 165 144 167 2 43 1.1 29.9
AMERICAN SAMOA 24 0 le -14 10 -56.3 100.0
CUAM 1.164 37 37 -1.121 9 -06.8 9.0
NORTHERN_MARIANAS , , -._ 7.7. "!. -
TRUST-TERRITORIES 71 7 --. - - - -
VIRGIN-:SLANDS 117

_
-2 43 -74 41 -63.2 2,050.0

BUR: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 31 23 - -a - -me
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 89.758 71.239 66,413 -21.345 -2.617 -23.8 -4.0

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 88.382 71.160 66,309 -20.982 -2.650 -22.7 -4.0

THE FIGURES-REPRESENT-CHILDREN-0-20 TEARS-OLD-SERVED UNDER CHAPTER I OF ECIA (SEW)
AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-8:

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1985.

E-15



Table EA 8

NUMBER AND CHANGE IN NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA -13

MULTIHANDICAPPED

PERCENT CHANCE-
SERVED--------+ +CHANGE IN NUmBER SERVED+ +--IN NUMBER SERVED-+

STATE 1978-77 1e54,441__ 19e5-e6
1976-77 -
19e5-e6

1984-88 -
1985-86

1976-77 -
198*-84__

1984-85 -
1985-86

ALABAMA - 962 1,011 7 40 - 5;1ALASKA-
7- 234 268 34 - 14.5ARIZONA_ - 927 1;993 - 76 - _6.2ARKANSAS 689 579 r -39 - -6.4CALIFORNIA r 5458 5,162 -396 - -7.1COLORADO 2;374 3,855 - 681 - 28;7CONNECTICUT 637 1,887 - 378 - 58.1DELAWARE - 43 211 - 168 - 398.7DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 86 _62 -24 7 -27:9FLORIDA - e 117 117 - 100.0GEORGIA 171 12,898

7: 12,827 - 18,866.2HAWAII - 221 285 -16 -7,2IDAHO_ 398 481 91 - 23.3ILLINOIS 9 A r _O - 0.0INDIANA
11,496 1.432 - -84 - -4.3IOWA_ ass 697 - 9 - _1;3KANSAS - 636 624 7- -17 -1.9KENTUCKY 7- 1452 1.327 - -125 - -8.6LOUISIANA - 1.199 11,251 - 52 - 43mAiNE- - 745 777 32 - 4.3MARYLAND 3413 3.711 r 598 _ 19.2MASSACHUSETTS - 3.884 3.196 22MICHIGAN 144 1.698 1,546 - 1.073.6MINNESOTA -_iy 0 r --5 -100.0MISSISSIPPI 325 296 - -27 -8.3MISSOURI 735 640 -115 715.2MONTANA
426 367 -759 -13.8NEBRASKA 429 604 - 175 - 40.6NEVADA_ 453 547 - 64 7 13.3NEW HAMPSHIRE 224 388 _76 33.9NEW JERSEY

7- 81,499 9.292 883 - 10.5NEW MEXICO - 916 899 _ -187NEW-YORK 18.623 11.759 1,135 10.7NORTH CAROLINA 1,7e1 1.812 _ 31 1.7NORTH DAKOTA _e 18 _ 9 r -00ONIO - 3,463 3832 _ 369 _ 19.7OKLAHOMA - 1,474 1.466 _ -,8 - -8.5OREGON 148 9 _ -148 - -198.9PENNSYLVANIA - 0 e _. 0 r 8.9PUERTO-RICO 2,920 2,075 - 55 - 1.9RNOOE ISLAND 192 198 - -12 -11.8SOUTH CAROLINA - 456 791 - 245 77 537SOUTH DAKOTA 621 538 - -91 - -14.7TENNESSEE -7 11,789 1.739 -758 - -2.8TEXAS - 4.892 31,959 - -112 r -2,7UTAM 1.499 1.464 - 64 - _4.6VERMONT- 161 172 7 _11 -6.8VIRGINIA-- - 2.774 1993. - -871 7 -31.4WASHINGTON_ _ 1.916 21,134 - 218 11.4WEST VIRGINIA 175 296 7 34 -WISCONSIN 783 821 - 38 - -4.9WYOMING 112 126 - 14 7 12.5AMERICAN SAMOA - 9 10 _ 18 188.0GUAM - 128 117 -11 - -8.6NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - 7 -TRUST TERRITORIES - -- _- - -- - -VIRGIN ISLANDS - -26 51 25 96.2BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 195 292 97 - 49.7
U.S. k INSULAR AREAS - 71,7139 89.701 :7,9:!I 25.0
59 STATES. D.C. & P.R. - 71.431 89.231 0,1ilee _ 24;9

THE FIGURES REPRESENT 04ILDREN-9-29-YEARS
OLD-SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER ENA-9.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1985.

E=16

5



Table EAS

NUMBER AND CHANGE IN NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED

ORTHOPEDICALLY

SERVED--------+

UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND ENA-B

IMPAIRED

PERCENT-CHANGE_
+CHANGE IN NUMBER SERVED+ +--IN NUMBER SERVED-+4-4411NBER

1976-77 - 1984-85 - 1976-77 - 1984-85 -

STATE 1976-77 1984-95 1985-46_ 1985-86- 1985-86 1985-86 1965-86

ALANANA 692 471 508 -94 37 -15.6 7.9

ALASKA 194 218 155 51 -63 49.9 -28.9

ARIZONA- 469 672 550 90 -122 19,6 -18.2

ARKANSAS 255 310 349 194 39 _36.9 12.6

CALIFORNIA 26,757 6,949 6,964 -19;793 15 -74.8 9.2

COLORADO 1,580 964 971 -eel) 7 -38.5 0;7

CONNECTICUT 984 324 329 -655 -5 -46.6 _1.5

DELAWARE 393 285 361 _58 76 19.1 26.7

DISTRICT OF COLUMSIA 194 1 _74 _65 -129 -9 -66.5 -12.2

FLORIDA 2.042 2060, 2,227 185 167 191 _8.1

GEORGIA 092 842 591 -191 -341 -27.6 -40.5

HAWAII _
194 364 373 179 9 92.3 -2.5

IDAHO 811 393 503 -198 110 -17.7 28;9

ILLINOIS 3;451 4,299 4,156 705 -53 20.4 -1.3

INDIANA 837 734 782 ,55 44 -6.6 6.5

104A 452 1044 1997 645 53 142.7 51
KANSAS-- 310 559 585 275 27 88.7 _ 4.8

KENTUCKY_ 451 691 534 _83 -47 18.4 -11.1

LOUISIANA 586 041 1;994 410 163 71.3 19.4

MAINE-- 378 422 411 33 -11 8.7 -2.6

MARYLAND _ eat 029 806 -75 -14 -"Ls 71.7

MASSACHUSETTS 5,905 1,504 1,538 -4;367 34 -74.0 2.3

MICHIGAN- 3,772 4,524 4.024 252 -500 -6.7 -11:1

MINNESOTA__ 939 1,378 1,371 432 ,7 _we 0.5

MISSISSIPPI 140 367 458 318 91 227.1 24.8

mIssouni 1,968 833 818 -240 -15 -23.3 -1;8

MONTANA_ _82 121 139 157 10 69.5 14.9

NEBRASKA 273 642 662 389 50 142.5 8.2

NEVADA 178 250 241 63 -9 35.4 -3.6

NEW HAMPSHIRE 241 143 157 -84 14 -34.9 9.8

NEW JERSEY 1,977 919 997 -989 78 -49.6 8.5

NEW_MEXICO 459 1 379 429 __ 7.21 59 -4.7 15.9

NEW YORK 5786 3;987 3477 -2,309 -499 -39,9 -12;4

NORTH CAROLINA 943 1,998 1,029 -86 21 _9.1 2.1

NORTH DAKOTA -81 228 1 233 152 5 187.7 2.2

OHIO 2,729 3;645 3707 974 62 35.8 _1:7

OKLAHOMA 512 441 393 -119 -48 -23.2 -10.9

OREGON _ 050 829 846 _,41 17 --0.5 2.1

PENNSYLVANIA 3,125 2008. 1997 -1,120 -11 -36.1 -4.5

PUOTO-R1t01 210 2;358 2,407 2,197 49 1,046;2 _2.1

RHODE ISLAND 181 229 222 141 .4 22.7 -3.1

SOUTH OAROLINA 223 786 711 -212 -75 -23.9 -9.5

SOUTH-DAKOTA 247 244 214 -7 -30 13.4 -12;3

TENNESSEE 1.297 1,063 981 -316 -,82 ....24.4 -7.7

TEXAS 0,091 4,855 4.263 -3,828 178 -47.3 4.4
_

UTAH 291 3111 354 63 -16 -2I.6 -4;3

VERHONT AS 16r. 114 06 _6 533.3 5.6

VIRGINIA_ 997 47 1,912 _15 389 1.5 69.1

WASHINGTON 1,687 1,182 1.2'1 -.416 69 -25.0 =5.8

WEST-VIRGINIA 490 346 422 -48 76 -13.9 22.9

WISCONSIN 1,331 852 1,810 -321 158 -24.1 18.5

WYOMING 97 204 209 112 5 115.5 -2;5

AMERICAN SAMOA 9 e 4 4 4 100.0 190;0

GUAM 2 36 44 42 8 2,109.0 22.2

NORTMERN-MARIANAS - - - - -

MST TERRITORIES _4 ., 7 - - - -

VIRGIN ISLANDS 42 7 1 -41 -6 -97.6 -05.7

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 31 34 - 3 - 9.7

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 87,821 58,635 59,009 -28,021 165 -32.2 0.3

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 86,973 58,761 50,917 -28,056 156 -32.3 9.3

THE FIIWIRES -REPRESENT CHILDREN 6-29 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)

ANO CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLO SERVED UNOER EHA-S.

DATA AS OF OCTOSER 1; 1985:

E- I 7 522



Tab lc EA8

NuMBER AND CHANGE IN NumBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF (CIA (SOP) AND EHA-8

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

PERCENT CHANCE_
+CHANGE IN NUMBER SERVED+ +--IN NUMBER SERVED-4

mulierft SERVED--------+

1976-77 - 1984-55 - 1974-77 - 19I64-85 -
STATE

_ 19T0-T_1_ 1984-55 1985-88 1988,81 1955-88 1985-86- 1985784ALABAMA 435 595 652 217 57 49:9 9.6
ALASKA 1,547 144 83 -1;484 -41 -94.6 -42.4ARIZONA_ 450 683 584 134 -79 29.8 -11.8ARXANSAS 259 235 248 -21 13 ,7.8 6.5
CALIFORNIA 28,184 12,442 12,544 -15,620 102 -55.5 0ACOLORADO _8 LAI -0 _,Is _e -100.0 0.0CONNECTICUT 2.303 941 1,021 -1.282 _80 -55.7 8.5
DELAWARE _19 79 54 _35 -25 184.2 -31.6DISTR4CT OF COLUmBiA 588 191 -96 -410 5 _51.8 5.5FLORIDA 1.283 1,987 2,305 1,022 318 79.7 16.8
GEORGIA 1,553 463 291 -4.262 -172 -81.3 -37.1
NAGAI! _48 -13 j:40 ,39 -4 -781.3 -30:8
IDA&K7_ 140 511 575 435 64 349.7 12.5
ILLINOIS 0.635 1740 1,721 -4,914 -25 -74.1 -1.4
INDIANA 1134 255 284 -85e 29 ,75.4 11.4
IOWA__

12 118 3 ,c0 --5 -75.8 -62.5
KANSAS 431 389 240 -185 T.143 -42.9 -36.8
KENTUCKY 1,:,33 059 449 -1,084 -2Ie -70.7 -34.9
LOUISIANA 1598 1575 1.438 -180 -137 -10.4 -4.7
MAINE_ 706 495 390 -310 -99 -43.9 -20.0
MARYLAND 180 828 924 744 95 413,3 11.9
MASSACHUSETTS 3;847 2,048 2.085 -1;722 -37 -45.2 1.8MICHIGAN_ 1;302 247 493 -889 246 -64.3 99.6
MINNESOTA 1,363 020 845 -518 25 -38:0 -3.0
MISSISSIPPI 203 --1 --5 -198 4 -97.5 408:0
MISSOURI 1470 877 865 -571 128 -41.5 18.9
MONTANA 130 140 207 77 54 _59.2 38.9
NEBRASKA _47 0 0 -47 0 -108.0 0.0
NEVADA_ 831 290 285 -_3611 -25 -58.e -0.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,135 278 - 266 -869 .12 -76.6 -4.3
NEW JERSEY 2,588 923 1;274 -114 351 50.8 38.0
NEW MEX4C0 _51 i1 .245 551 300 --494 950.4 -55.7

iYORIt_ _ 25,848 20915 9,202 -16,144 -11.213 -62.5 -53.6
NORTH CAROLINA 503 1.317 1,514 1,007 193 200.2 14.7
NORTH DAKOTA _55 120 _44 -21 80.0 -17.5
01110

001 _0
_99
--0 -861 _0 -100.0OKLAHOMA 243 250 235 -8 -15

_0.4
-3.3 -6.e

OREGON
2,430 557 073 -1,657 114 208PENNSYLVANIA 9;083 0 -0 -9.447, 16

_7.73.4
-Iee.e 0.0PUERTO_RICO, SO 1118 1,140 1,049 3a 1,244.2 3.4

10100E -ISLAND 1,740 271 217 -1,523 -54 -87.5 -19.9
SOUTH CAROLINA 471 iti 198 ,473 17 ..78.5 _9.4SOUTN_DAXOTA 311 _50 193 -218 _43 -70.1 86.8
TENNESSEE

-2,343 1.847 1.172 -1,471 7475 -504 -28.8
TEXAS 30;747 8.242 7.983 -22,764 -249 -74.1 ,30UTAH_ 234 239 304 78 65 29.9 27.2
VERMONT- 145 116 125 -20 7 -13.8 -5.9
VIRGINIA 1342 379 522 -420 143 -61.1 37.7
WASHINGTON-- 722 1.534 2.109 1,387 273 192.1 14.99EST_YIRGINIA 429 209 523 94 254 21.9 94.4
WISCONSIN 1,943 478 429 -414 -49 -58.9 -10.3
WYOMING- 252 328 334 82 t 32.5 1;8AMERICAN SAMOA 3 0 0 -3 0 -188.0 8.0
GUAM 26 5 8 -18 3 -69:2 60.0NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - - t -TRUST_TERRITCRIES 31 - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 _5 _0 8 5 0.8 -108.0BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 28 51 - 23 - 82.1U.S. t INSULAR AREAS 141.433 89.118 58.142 -83,291 -10,978 -58.I; -15.950 STATES. D.C. P.R. 141;373 49.656 58,683 -83.:90 -10,997 -58.9 -15.9

THE FIOURES_REPRESENT-CHILDREN 6-20 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF (CIA (SOP)AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEABS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-8.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1985.

E-18
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Tahlc EAS

NUM6ER AND CHANGE IN NumBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-B

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

PERCENT-CHANGE-
+---------NUMCER SERVED-4. +CHANCE IN NUMBER SERVED+ +-IN NUMBER SERVED-4

1976-77 - 1984-65 -
STATE 1976-77 1984-65 1945-48 1985-88 1985-88

ALABANA 376 478 489 93 -9
ALASKA 83 -51 -44 -39 -7
ARIZONA- 365 419 412 47 _2

ARKANSAS 281 248 285 1111 19
CALIFORNIA 3,121 2,227 2,446 -673 221
COLowADO 425 325 316 -lel --7
CONNECTICUT 677 743 531 -148 -212
DELAWARE _80 127 141 81 14

DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 122 -32 26 -96 -4
FLORIDA 774 714 601 _27 87
GEORGIA 631 577 51,-. -318 -64
HAWAII 48 -76 -74 -28 -2
IDAHO 389 173 212 -157 39
ILLINOIS 1,831 1.333 1,284 -347 -49
INDIANA 658 587 545 -195 -22
MINA- 239 242 247 17 6
KANSAS-- 334 258 263 -aa _5

KENTUCKY 449 528 543 14 13
LOUISIANA 532 518 531 -1 13
MAINE-- 224 189 119 -185 -50
MARYLAND 819 782 777 -33 15
MASSACHUSETTS 2.485 878 863 -1,882 5

mIcNIGAN 1.314 909 940 -494 1

MINNESOTA 670 417 498 -162 -9
mIssissipp: 175 299 214 39 5

MISSOURI 661 325 283 -378 -42
MONTANA_ 234 174 lee -54 6
NEBRASKA 189 174 184 -la -10
NEVADA -79 56 44 -15 -6

HER HAMPSHIRE _ 275 _ 191 114 -161 -77
HEW JERSEY 1;435 1;169 1;162 -273 -7
NEW MEXICO 197 123 139 -58 -16
NEW yogi( 4.434 1968 1,663 -2.451 -277
NORTH CAROLINA 859 861 816 -232 -43
NORTH DAKOTA -94 -66 -84 -38 -2
OHIO 1.174 966 953 -221 -13
OKLAHOMA 248 311 274 20 737
OREGON 593 596 459 -44 -137
PENNSYLVANIA 3.316 1.553 1,551 -4,785 -2
PUERTO_6100_ 177 2,246 2,316 2,139 78
RHODE ISLAND 127 _69 88 741 -3
SOUTH CAROLINA 959 519 476 -561 -41
SOUTH-DAKOTA 183 _64 _68 -3 -24
TENNESSEE _ 992 696 769 -223 71
TEXAS 1.571 2.985 2,201 839 116
UTAH 321 352 391 78 39
VEWmoNT_ _32 52 _43 _11 79
VIRGINIA 1,528 1,789 666 -680 -912
WASHINGTON 949 369 334 -615 -26
WEST_VINGINIA 353 288 297 ,56 9
WISCONSIN 575 431 393 7162 -38
WYOmING 191 55 88 -123 13
AMERICAN SAMOA -4 0 A -4 0
GUAM 16 27 18 2 -9
NORTHERN-mAR1ANAS -- - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES 48 - -- - -
VIRGIN_ISLANDS 22 _2 10 -12 _s
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS __ - 13 0 - -5

(Ls. k INSULAR AREAS 38,257 30.375 29,828 -9,231 -1.349

58 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 38.187 39.333 26.990 -9.177 -1,343

THE fIGURES_REPRESENT CHILDREN 9-29 YEARS OLD SERvED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-6.

DATA AS Of OCTOBER 1; 1985:

E-19

1976-77 -
1985-88

.464-66 -
1986-86

24.7 -1.9
-47.9 -13.7
129 85
-5.7 7.7
-21.6 9.9
-25.2 2.2
-21.6 -28.5
76.2 11.0
-78.7 -18.6
_35 122

-34.3 -11.1
89.9 -2.6

-42.5 22.5
-21.3 .73.7
-18.2 -3.9
17.4 2.1
-285 1.9
28.9 2.8
-9.2 -2.5
-4C9 -29.6
-4.1 2.9

-64.5 0.6
-39:7 9.1
-26.4 -2.2
22 3 2.4
-57.2 -12.9
-23.1 _3.4
-6.9 -5.7
-19.0 14.3
-56.5 -40:3
-19.0 -0.6
-29.4 13.9
-593 -14.1
-27.3 -6.5
-31.9 -3.9
-me +-1.3
11.4 -11.9
-6.7 -23.9
-53.2 -0.1

1.266:5 3.1
-32.3 -3.4
-59.2 -7.9
,411 -20.8
-22.5 19.2
49.1 5.6
21.8 11.1
34.4 -17.3

-43.2 -51.2
-64.8 -7.2
-15.9 _3.1
-31.7 -6.6
-64.4 23.6
-190:9 99

12.5 -33.3
-
- -

-54.5 480.0
- -38.5

-24.1 -4.4

-24.0 -4.4



Lsibl6 EA8
NUMBER AND CHANCE IN NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDEP CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) Amp EHA-Et

DEAF-BLIND

+-INEZ= 8C=40-+NumBER SERVED--------+ +CHANCE IN NUMBER SERVED+

STATE 1976-77 1984-85_ 1985-11
1976-77 -
19e5-e6

1984-05 -
1985-86

1976-77 -
1985-86

1984-65
1985-86

ALABAMA 52 43 - -9 - -17.3ALASKA- - 12 2 - -10 - -83.3ARIZONA_ - e 0 _ 0 _ 0.0ARKANSAS - 11 -18 - -1 -9:1CALIFORNIA - 164 180 - 16 - -9.8COLORADO_ - 89 87 _ -2 _ -2.2CONNECTICUT - -4 II 7 7- 175.0DELAWARE - 34 37 - 3 - 8.8DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA - 35 31 - ,4 - -11.4FLONADA - 47 30 7 -17 - -36.2GEORGIA - 26 30 - 4 15.4HAWAII - :8 11 - 13 - 37.5IDANO - 29 3 _ -26 _ -89.7ILLINOIS
..77 197 90 - -17 - -15:9INDIANA - _6 _7 - 11 _ 16.7IOWA__ _ 51 34 _ -17 _ -33.3KANSAS 09 55 - -14 - -20:3KENTUCKY 48 17 - -31 -64.6LOUISIANA - 34 35 7- 1 _ -2.9MAiNE- 14 18 - 6 - 150.0MARYLAND-
_7 58 127 - 71 126.8MASSACHUSETTS - 73 72 - -1 -1.4MICHIGAN - -0 0 ... 0 ._ _0.0MINNESOTA r 52 25 - -27 - 7-51.9MISSISSIPPI 28 21 - -7 - -25.0MISSOURI - 84 70 -6 _ -7.1MONTANA 77 34 29

.7-

- -5 ,14:7NEBRASKA - 2 s _ -2 _ -100.0NEVADk 0 is = _5 _ 400.0NEw HAMPSHIRE il 14 13 _ 1,300:0NEW JERSEY 30 106 76 _ 253.3NEW MEXICO
-_13 13 - _7 - 116.7NEW YORK 138 194 58 - 42.6WORTH CAROI4NA r 28 35 7 _ 25.0NORTH DAKOTA - 27 23 - ,-4 - -14.8ON10 18 e -L- -10 - -55.6DHLAHONA

," 44 56 12 _ 27.3OREGON 58 89 - 11 - 19.0PENNSYLVANIA 9 15 _6 _ 66.7PUERTO-RICO 87 112 25 - 28:7RHODE ISLAND 12 _e -4 - -33.3SOUTH CAROLINA 5 22 17 - 340.0SOUTH DAKOTA 28 58 - 30 - 107:1TENNESSEE
f: 29 24 - -5 7717.2TEXAS 121 92 -29 - -24.0UTAH 37 24 n -13 - -35.1VERMONT _4 -8 2 - 50.0VIRGINIA__ 44 49 - 6 - 11.4WASHINGTON 41 49

.77 a ... 19.5WEST VIRGINIA 15 46 - 1 - 6:7WISCONSIN - 33 31 - -2 - -6.1WYOMING - 8 8 0 - 0.0AMERICAN SAMOA 9 2 - 100:0GUAM 5 10 .--.. i _ 100.0NORTHERWMARIANAS - 7- - -TRUST TERRITORIES _ _ _ -VIRGIN ISLANDS - 9 10 1 = 11:1OuR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 0 e 0 ... 0.0
U.S. k INSULAR AREAS - 1,992 2,132 140 - 7:0
50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 1,978 2;110 132 - 6.7

THE FIGURES REPRESENT CHILDREN 6-20 YEARS-OLD-SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
ARO CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-8.

DATA AS OF OCTORER 1, 1985.

E=20
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Tabic [ A9

PERcENT OF CHILDREN SERvED UNDER-CHAPTER 1-oF EcIA (50) AND EmA-B
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCNOOL YEAR 1965-1989

STATE
ALL LEARNING

CONDITIONS DISAOLED
SPEECH mENTALLY EMOTIDNALLY
IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTuREIED

ALABAmA 12.72 3.96 2.79 4.70 6.62
ALASKA 11.22 6.55 3.02 0.65 9.31
AR4206A- 6.26 5.29 2.26 1.10 6.85
ARKANsAS__ 19:93 5:85 2:13 3:16 :11
GALIEGRNIA 9.14 5.11 2.31 0.65 0.23
COLORADO 8.73 3.93 1.48 8.81 1.54
CONNECTICUT 1487 6.38 2:86 113 209
DELANARE 16.13 8.82 1.96 1.79 3.16
01$72,CT OF COLUIMIA 8.43 3.50 1.75 1.59 6.91
FLONIDA 14.43 4.26 3.58 1.76 1.34
GEORGIA 8;99 2;22 2:06 1.73 1:45
NANAli 7.26 4.26 1.39 6.77 0.38
1000- 9.12 4.37 4.94 1.54 0.28
ILLINOIS 12.58 5:14 3:72 1.68 4:56
INDIANA 10.71 3.47 4.08 2.35 0.37
IONA 11.58 4.41 2.78 2.47 1.24
KANSAS-- 16:87 3.97 296 1:56 1.11
KENTUCKY_ 11.44 3.44 4.03 3.92 6.41
LOUISIANA 9.75 4.23 2.75 1.52 6.51
iVa-ilit 13.45 4.76 3.30 2.18 2.15
NARYLAND___ 13:21 859 3:79 1:08 0:59
MASSACHUSETTS 16.76 5.06 3.06 3.57 2.30
MiCH4GAN 9.55 3.77 2.52 1.39 1.29
MINNESOTA_ 11:66 5.32 2:66 179 1:27
NISSISSIPP1 11.42 4.83 3.73 2.44 6.67
WISSOURI 12.58 5.16 3.76 2.23 6.96
NONTANA- -9.92 4.99 2.94 6.89 4.43
NEBRASKA 11;41 4;56 3:41 1;85 0:89
REVADA 9.33 5.12 2.68 0.65 0.65
New NANIISmIRE 10.24 5.99 4.97 6.76 6.89
NEW JERSEY 15:25 4:41 5:46 8.79 1:29
NEW MEXICO 10.87 4.54 3.46 4.89 1.12
NEM YORK 11.68 5.49 1.41 1.19 1.79
WORTH MOL INA 16:42 4.46 2.49 2:19 4.48
NORTH DAKOTA 19.13 4.34 3;48 1:53 4:35
ON-10- 16.78 3.18 2.97 2.84 6.39
OKLAMOMA 16.79 4.61 3.46 1.97 .26
MESON- 16.47 5.44 2.49 1.66 :59
PENNSYLVANIA 11.14 4.38 3.53 2.56 1.04
PUERTO-ECG - -- -- _ _ --
MODE ISLAND- 14.54 9:44 2:47 4.04 4.04
MONTH CAROLINA 11;89 3;89 3:34 3.47 1;02
SOUTH DAKOTA 11.68 3.99 4.31 1.34 6.49
TENNESSEE 11.65 5.31 3.34 1.88 6.31
TEXAS _9.53 CH 2.17 0.93 6:69
UTAH 10.37 3.47 2.11 4.92 2.83
VERMONT 11.98 4.64 3.43 2.43 0.55
ViRGINI-A- 16.75 4:72 3.69 1.59 4.74
BASNING/ON___ _9.26 4;59 1;98 1:18 6:53
REST VIRGINIA 12.51 4.88 3.74 2.76 6.68
WuSCONSIN -9.98 3.94 2.48 4.62 1.49
WYOMINOL 16.24 5.88 3.19 9.83 6:25
AMERICAN SAMOA _

GUAM - - - - _
NONTAMMILMANIANAS - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES 7 7 7
VIRGIN ISLANDS -
BOR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS - -

SO STATES. AND D.C. 16.97 4.73 2.86 1.68 0.95

HARD OF muLTI- oRTm0- DTHER vISUAELy
HEARING HANN- PEDICALLY HEALTH HANOI- DEAF-
6 DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IWpAiRED CAPPED BLIND

9.16 .14 8.01
6.16 0.25 0.15
6.29 0.29 9.14
4:14 6.13 0:00
0.18 0.12 8.17
9.16 9.56 9.16
:16 0:22 8.87
9.30 9.22 9.38
0.05 6.67 9.97
8.12 .t 0.15
6.69 1.23 8;05
8.14 6.13 9.23
6.17 8.23 6.24
619 6;80 822
9.13 0.15 0.08
0.18 8.14 6.22
:16 .15 .14
6.13 8.21 8.96
0.21 0.16 0.13
8.21 8.38 8.20
0:21 0.55 0;12
9.23 9.37 0.18
8.16 0.10 9.24
622 9.09 9:29
3.12 9.96 0.19
6.11 0.96 0.19
6.17 8.24 9.99
6;17 9.23 8;25
9.19 8.36 6.16
6.15 9.49 9.18
915 983 8:e2
6.15 6.30 0.18
6.17 6.45 9.13
6.19 6:17 6.69
0;15 8.08 9.29
6.13 6.21 6.26
8.14 6.24 6.67
8:27 8:88 9:19
6.21 6.06 6.12

-- -- -
:16 6.67 :17
6;17 8.12 8.12
6.15 1.43 .17
6.26 1.24 6.12
:16 :13 6:14
6.21 6.36 6.09
6.22 9.19 6.13
6.14 626 .14
8:19 8.29 8.17
6.13 6.66 6.11
9.14 6.11 6.43
9.18 9.12 8.29

- - -
-

-
-

6.17 6.22 8.14

0.09 8.87 8.01
8.96 9.04 0.00
8.it 8.08 0.00
0:0a Lea 0:00
0.38 0.86 0.00
1.08 0.66 0.02
9.22 8.11 0.60
9.96 0.15 9.84
0.11 9.63 9.04
4.45 8.85 0.88
9;93 9;85 8;90
6.81 9.05 8.91
6.27 6.18 0.00
8.99 897 6:98
4.03 8.06 0.90
4.06 8.65 0.01
0.86 9:66 9.91
8.97 6.66 9.99
6.18 9.07 0.00
0.19 9.86 8.99
4:14 8;12 0:02
9.25 9.19 9.01
8.83 0.05 9.90
812 0:86 o:oe
8.99 6.85 0.00
9.19 9.94 0.91
8.t3 9.42 0.02
0:0e 8.96 0.00
9.17 9.94 0.00
e 17 0.97 9.0'
f.11 0:10 0:01
(.20 0.03 9.90
.37 0.66 9.91

.14 0:86 0:00
8.88 8.45 0.92
6.06 0.05 9.90
6.94 6.65 9.04
8;15 6;10 0:02
6.40 6.09 9.80

- _ __ -
:14 6.67 col
6.83 6.68 9.90
6.68 6.15 0.05
6.14 6.69 0.00
9:26 887 9:69
4.08 0.10 0.91
8.14 0.05 9.91
6.85 6:69 :91
8.29 6.85 9.91
0.14 e.66 0.00
9.86 6.65 11.00
6.32 907 0;91

- -
- -

7 7

-

9.14 9.97 8.81

TNE FIONNES-REPREEENT-CHILDREN-6-26-YEARS-OLD-SERVED UNDER CKAPTER 1 OF ECIA (500)
AND GAMMEN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-8:

NUMBER Of CHILDREN SERVED IS A PERCENT Of TN( STUDENTS ENROLLED IN PALL. 1985 (PRE-KINDERGANTEN - GRADE 12).

STATE ENROLLMENTS ARE ESTIMATED BY THE CENTER FOR EDuCATIONAL STATISTICS.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1. 1980.

E-21 5 2 6



Table EA IO

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-2 YEARS OLE/RECEIVING
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES

DURING TNE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

STATE NUMBER Of_CNILDREN

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS__
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO-
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE

2,004
957
192
379

1.098
689
239
45

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA -.4,
FLORIDA 859
GEORGIA 167
HAWAII _0
IDAHO 545
ILLINOIS 202
INDIANA 1,156
IONA-- 802
KANSAS__ 246
KENTUCKY 821
LOUISIANA 960
MAINE____ 282
MARYLAND 911
MASSACHUSETTS 2,479
MICHIGAN- 1,833
MINNESOTA_ 520
MISSISSIPPI 36
MISSOURI 88
MONTANA_ -74
NEBRASKA 981
NEVADA 296
NEW HAMPSHIRE e
NEN JERSEY 2,865
NEW MEXICO 250
NEW YORK 3,133
NORTH CAROLINA 246
NORTH DAKOTA 205
OHiO1I 115
OKLAHOMA 454
OREGON _47
PENNSYLVANIA 3;425
PUERTO_RICOL --
RwoeE ISLAND 222
SOUTH CAROLINA 258
SOUTICOAKOTA 208
TENNESSEE 245
TEXAS 1;872
UTANIll 116
VERMONT_ -88
VIRGINIA 519
WASHINGTON 355
WEST__VIRCINIA 427
WISCONSIN 1,395
WYOMING 45
AMERICAN SAMOA -
CUAM 27
NORTHERN-MARIANAS -
TRUST-TERRITORIES -
VIRGIN_ISLANDS --
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 32

u;s; a INSULAR AREAS 36.553

50 STATES, D.C. A P.R. 36,494

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E-22



Table EB1

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

ALL CONDITIONS

STA7E

SCHOOL
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL WORK OCCUPATIONAL

SERVICES SERVICES THERAPY

,scrrcm/
1,02 AUDJOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC
FY:740LoGY SERVICES SERVI_CES SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAMA 4.637 1.741 1;195 6;164 _ 949 2.671 --- 984ALASKA_ i2.493 -45 491 1.755 1.030 7 _1.990 572ARIZONA- 25;787 7801 2.615 9.102 10,377 3.075 15.863 1;340ARKANSAS 4.104 1.701 700 4412 4,424 834 7,430 497CALIFORNIA --- - --- - - - ---COLORADO 33;259 30.866 3.903 5,962 1,903 516 1.984 3.903CONNECTICUT 9,303 4;419 2;931 3,996 3,532 583 14.124 735DELAWARE 2.987 ses 938 2;520 596 409 2.573 514DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _1.794 1.469 204 1,949 39 394 ::4108 125FLORIDA 39.601 5.888 4,858 18,501 7,670 - 27.444 2,090GEORGIA 22.147 9.116 1;635 10,881 3979 2.520 7,665 1,673HAWAII - --- 1.990 2,193 272 _8 7480 734IDAHO _ 584 162 12,390 6 114 76 _ 361ILLINOIS
_1;398
27.860 30.573 0;455 38510 2,610 1.945 80.751 4.605INDIANA 24.480 11.947 2,837 10.662 0;459 4.680 _3.226 2,798IOWA 590 _ 870 1.460 9,005 1,405 - 30;715 970KANSAS-- 9.824 3.630 2;092 6.105 6.896 1.390 9.408 1,171KENTUCKY_ 20.094 5.909 1,274 7.255 7;488 5;095 12,650 1,812LOUISIANA _2;653 10.940 2.893 16,828 3,654 2.030 1_8596 1,893MAINE-- 21.504 13.234 9;829 9;478 3,729 355 22.444 3.144MARYLAND_ 23.824 0.739 3,743 4.959 4;110 1.246 23,119 2,454MASSACHUSETTS 18.201 132.851 4.384 109.002 1,801 132;849 132;854 4.384MICHIGAN 35.353 4.480 11344 23.686 35,803 e 1;919 6;045MINNESOTA 30.615 31.000 2.730 _ 3.370 - 13.315 2,290MISSISSIPPI 4.750 1,549 171 5,050 917 1.948 _8.909 289mIssouat 3.135 432 2.663 14,463 1,541 1,996 14;750 2,288moKTANA- 425 1_50 -2084 10 iii e 112NEBRASKA 0.995

_42
--- 338 13.011 - - 9.925 783NEVADA- 4,481 224 -94 1,775 1.576 la* 890 388NEW HAMPSHIRE --- 7 1.880 _2;492 -34 -12 51 209NEW JERSEY 7.224 7.224 5.062 22;391 109 101.763 15,665 5,757NEW MEXICO __ 999 - -2.360 4.531 313 _53 13,342 -1.257NEW-YORK-- 143.350 90.992 13.009 03.004 -5,251 46,457 18.328 31;975NORTH CAROLINA 27.565 7.424 4.041 14;904 11.420 5.375 37.194 3,777NoRTm DAKOTA _4;418 904 707 _ 408 - - 47801140 40.037 645 3.985 20.005 7,875 331 30.540 3;366OKLAHOMA 1.378 1.743 1;425 17;181 3.687 1,356 21,212 5,033OREGON -2.252 496 1,255 3.070 433 _57 49 778PENNSYLVANIA 89;031 28024 9.313 31.135 8,559 10,399 46,400 8893PUERTO-RW.0- 331 0.052 858 1683 3,621 2.2V9 516RHODE ISLAND 432 250 308 2;494 - - - 274SoUTm CAROLINA 16603 15.570 1.315 9.023 5,965 4.475 15017 1.687SOUTH-DAKOTA 163 96 442 2036. 195 e 0 406TENNESSEE -- - 428 _2;098 465 - 32,274 913TEXAS _7420 4.855 10.440 54,065 2.903 1,613 _8.243 6.663UTAH--- 11.082 6.195 1.787 7.364 10.650 1,669 12.995 1.352VERMONT_ 190 e 317 _1757 133 419 28 254VIRGINIA 33.519 33.519 2.552 12.862 3.953 1,718 33,519 2.224WASHINGTON 11;069 ___, 2,330 10,950 7.186 1.884 8;830 1,989WEST_VIRGINIA 1,969 425 500 4.635 1.147 532 1,363 839WISCONSIN - - 2,567 11,208 ,., --- --- 2.418WYOMING 1.233 1.150 616 1.381 550 614 2.771 284AmERICAN SAMOA - - - - - - - -GUAM - - - - - - - -NORTmERN MARIANAS - - - - - -TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - -VIRGIN_ISLANDS -

-- - -OUR. OF INOIAN AFFAIRS 509 370 1,069 1.606 50 718 2.36; 328
U.S. 8 INSULAR AREAS 772.633 524.146 141,030 007,161 188.358 407,809 774,803 128.902
50 STATES. D.C. At P.R. 772.044 523.770 139.901 665,555 158.308 407,091 772,439 128,574

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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TaNc EB1

NumeER DF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 yEARs OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

ALL CONDITION5

STATE
TRANSPORTATION

SERVICES

SCHOOL
HEALTH
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHER_
RELATED
SERVICES

ALA8AmA 4;165 1;169 4;177 1

ALASKA 1.454 525 1,790 129
AR420NA- 10,100 22,828 7,938 1.308
ARKANSAS _ 3;522 5293 1;865
CALIFORNIA - _ 109,165
COLORADO 3.879 30,666 e --
CONNECTJCUT 5542 981 2,024 _20
DELAwAPE 907 869 1.40e 434
DISTRICT oF COLum8!A 2.551 6,555 1,058 -51
FLORIDA 42932 12,111 63367 3;075
GEORGIA 12.480 4;696 5.471 2.372
mwAll 1.261 e 224
IDAHO 53 73 60 0
ILLINOIS 54;686 15;675 28435 33:201
INDIANA 25.771 23,1314 10.130 0
IOWA 9.29e 640 625 3,000
KANSAS__ 8.467 4643 2;1335 _ 902
KENTUCKY 9;:.05 9;191 9,936 1,58e
LOUISIANA 9.693 4,698 2,282 1.289
mAINE 22.444 20.801 11,457 _-
mARYLAND 11_;920 5;263 4;424 51
mASSACHUSETTS 132,651 132,851 132,851 0
MICHIGAN- 26,658 7,649 e e
MINNESOTA_ 9;245 1,980 15;350 -
MISSISSIPPI 5.023 4,480 1,516 191
MISSOuRI 29,546 6,934 5,534 1,501
MONTANA_ 1;694 12 29 e

NEBRASKA _ 5;667 - - -
NEVADA 2.152 3,428 1,445 0
NEw HAWSHIRE 645 _43 2.161 1;909
NEW 4ERSEY 55.056 5;536 9.569 _0
NEw MEXICO -- - - 55
NEW-YORK I 129,194 16506 20,220 8,609
NORTH CAROLINA 21;492 15;619 24;020 2.614
NORTH DAKOTA 1,643 -- - 1,002
OHIO 38.526 18,324 15,176 5,413
OKLAHOmA 9,191 2;555 4375
OREGON 4,732 441 1,801 103
PENNSYLVANIA 87,507 72681 28,425 3,553
PUERTO RICO_ e;230 461 1,351 1,989
RHODE ISLAND 3.942 - 129 -
SOUTH CAROLINA 12,360 9,541 20,17e 475
SOUTH_DAKOTA -9.227 0 e 45
TENNESSEE 14;223 - - -
TEXAS 35.679 5,473 26,177 11,979
UTAH- 8.406 7,161 3,287 150
VERMONT_ 779 _61 331 336
VIRGINIA 100.685 10,605 12,953 e
WASHINGTON 15,404 - - 5.708
WEST_VIRGINIA 3.252 052 997 634
WISCONSIN - - -
WYOMING 743 2,249 886 43;
AMERICAN SAm0A -
GUAM - - - -
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - -
vIRGIN_ISLANDS - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 294 2;820 1,1313 3

U.S. It INSULAR AREAS 1,007,920 498,824 482,970 203,504

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 1,006,726 496,004 481,157 203,501

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1000.

E-24
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Table EB!

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CMILDRZN 3 - 21 YEARS OLP RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

LEARNING DISABLED

STATE
PSYCHOLOGICAL

SERVICES

SCHOOL
SOCIAL PORK
SERVICES

OCCUPATIONAL
THERApy

SPEECH/
LANGUAGE_
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL
_SERvICESL

RECREATIONAL
SERVICES

DIAGNOSTIC
SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAMA 1,410 271 167 1009 153 508 - 76ALASKA_ 1,918 22 99 1,065 412 3 1.049 232ARIZONA 13,039 3.578 689 3,537 3,545 967 7.342 157ARKANSAS 1;824 333 59 1.189 2,143 21 3.073 30CALIFORNIA - - - - - - -COLORADO
_:-

12.684 12.684 15 4,923 _0 3 _ _10 15CONNECTiCuT 5424 3,449 367 2,344 415 2 6.544 52DELAWARE 1,417 106 384 1273 267 28 1,242 42DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 109 105 26 901 _1 3 -32 -1FLORIDA 13;932 484 314 7,964 566 7 9.426 21GEORGIA 0,418 754 158 2,940 600 50 1,849 06HAWATI - - 465 1;150 0 9 5,011 134IDAHO 978 184 1 753 _e _1 __1 134ILLINOIS 11;633 12425 1,370 18,292 192 480 32,138 360iND-ANA 11.736 2.409 222 2,721 1,259 711 430 142IOWA_ 119 199 155 2.530 _29 _- 14459 70KANSAS 4,053 1,255 339 2.228 1,686 117 3;723 92KENTUCKY 8,265 1;587 242 2248 1.584 968 3,091 45LOUISIANA 371 5,261 246 7;551 461 41 6,337 93MAINE _8,833 8.047 5.364 5.067 41 35 8,834 _0MARYLAND 17,922 _5;184 555 2,830 805 10 10,477 111MASSACHUSETTS 0 46,897 0 46897 0 48,897 46.897 0MICHIGAN 18;178 604 1.213 4.315 8 9 _0 0MINNESOTA 19,050 19,200 -0 - 0 : 860 eMISSISSIPPI 1.719 461 _13 2256 105 677 3.098 3MISSOURI 813 5 357 4.888 298 167 5,531 19mONTANA _ 710 la 60 1,089 9 e 0 8NEBRASKA 4,095 - - _ - __- - 4.005 -NEVADA_ 3.411 e 9 1;395 523 0 878 32NEW HAMPSHIRE - i 621 1,274 10 1 30 18NEW JERSEY 4;531 4531 705 9,690 e 88.558 9.650 _0NEW MEXICO 229 - 583 2018 47 e 4.914 145NEW YORK_ _ 59.277 39.402 50;529 e _0 _1,311 -eNORTH CAROLINA 13.956 2022,

_Le
528 4,409 3,134 50e 12;245 207NORTH DAKOTA 693 250 93 - 44 - - 78Om_m_ 22,602 220 205 7;338 2,131 _e 11,910 59OKLAHOMA __O 0 9 11,165 892 30 9,305 0OREGoN 455 342 _ 474 1,475 39 e e ePENNSYLVANIA 37,029 9.194 2.572 9.782 176 5,381 14,307 1.041PUERTO_RICO__ :59 569 64 97 - 282 243 fRHODE -ISLAND _ 267 : 173 149 2.316 _ - - AKSOUTH CAROLINA 5,638 3;814 96 1,982 1,039 839 3,593 154SOuTm_DAKOTA 17 3 17 739 0 0 0 33TENNESSEE - - 22 118 - 14;284 -44TEXAS 2,818 2072 2,009 29,299 34; 60 2.679 561UTAN1__ 2.797 1,775 164 5558 3,031 21 4,599 11VERMONT_ 145 0 44 509 8 17 13 16VIRGINIA 14,823 14.823 581 5.463 424 747 14,823 57WASHINGTON 8.230 - 254 3;495 3,764 15 5.362 120WEST_ VIRGINIA 289 114 44 1.790 144 50 69 56WISCONSIN - -- - - - -7 - -WYOmING 522 690 242 884 236 182 1,350 87AMERICAN SAMOA -

77 - - - - - -GUAM - - - - , - _ _NORTHERN mARiANAS
L-- - - - - r - -TRUST_TERRITORIES -

7,_ - - - - _ -VIRGIN ISLANDS --- - ---BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 397 lea 730 953 30 291 981 4

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 346,626 203,316 23,957 281,395 31.367 128,636 289,687 4.513
50 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 348.231 203,159 22;327 280,352 31,337 128.345 288;686 4.509

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1906.

E-25 530



Table EB1

NUMBER or KANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

LEARNING DISABLED

STATE
TRANSPORTATION

SERVICES

SCMOOL
-HEALTH-
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

-OTHER
-RELATED
SERVICES

ALABAMA 244 312 973 8
ALASKA_ 448 333 1.096 62
ARIZONA_ 3,282 10;938 3.556 140
ARKANSAS 076 1.914 657 35
CALIFORNIA -- - - 9.663
COLORADO 470 12,684
OoNNECTIce 1,390 30 143 _0
DELAWARE 381 317 551 94
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 646 2976 263 0
FLORIDA 14;372 3;685 24;193 e
GEORGIA 1.955 1.133 1.102 422
14AwAi_i 268 0 0 -
loAHa 0 1

ILLINOIS 13.330 6,583 6.355 13;633
INDIANA 7,070 6,311 3.661 e
IONA_ 1,260 0 _60 340
KANSAS 2;024 1;442 967 234
KENTUCKY 1,156 1.775 3.030 383
LOUISIANA 2,166 672 404 27
MAINE 8;834 8;806 4.944 =
MARYLAND 1,735 45 257 1

MASSACHUSETTS 46.897 46,897 46.897 e
MICHIGAN 1,678 0 0 0
MINNESOTA 1.800 e 9.900 -
MISSISSIPPI 1,254 1.732 376 19
MISSOURI 10,323 2,570 2;241 65
MONTANA 0 0 23 0
NEBRASKA - - - -
NEVADA_ eee 2,097 717 -0
NEW HAMPSHIRE -._ _80 a 857 74
NEW JERSEY 37.011 2.820 2.055
NEW MEXICO - - -

_6
-e

NEW YORK 54,895 5,247 mem 3,932
NORTH CAROLINA 4.258 4,892 8.683 545
NORTH DAKOTA 231 - - 282
01410_ icems 6,719 6.529 1.352
OKLAHOMA 4;187 36 1;461 0
OREGON- 2,093 27 1,234 0
PENNSYLVANIA 33,282 25.556 11.458 109
PUERTO RICO 460 38 127 lee
RHODE ISLAND 1.896 - 107
SOUTH CAROLINA 2.081 1,533 5,387 2;
SOUTH_DAKOTA _ _28 0 0 10
TENNESSEE 4,253 - -
TEXAS 7,248 1.913 13.301 3.664
UTAH_ 1.816 2.627 847 39
VERMONT- 77 8 _63 38
VIRGINIA- 43.074 4,643 6.347 e
WASHINGTON 40.40 -- - 2,972
WEST VIRGINIA 205 56 311 48
WISCONSIN - - -
WYOMING 50 1,243 451 9;
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -
GUAM - - -
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS e 1.552 1,390 0

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS 338,329 172.079 183.065 38.696

50 STATES. D.C. Ik P.R. 338,329 170,527 181,675 38.696

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1986.

E-26
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Table EEll

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN-3 --21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

SPEECH IMPAIRED

_.STATE
PSYCHOLOGICAL
_ SERVICES

SCHOOL
SOCIAL WORK
SERVICES

OCCUPATIONAL
THERAPY

SPEECH/
LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONL DIAGNOSTIC
SERVICES _gityl_cEs _SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALA8AmA
ALASKA
ARI -ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAwARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMDIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAwAit
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOwA
KANSAS--
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
mA4NE---
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
mISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEw JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEw YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO_RICO-
R000E ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST-WRCINI4
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES; D.C. & P:R,

146
185

5;353
533
___,

coin
187
35
a

11,570
608
-

-75
1,194
1,555

_50
1,252
1.712

_60
3.344

265
0
0
e

1525
274
23

_65
133
--

129
00

16,453
1,084
129

3;627
45

544
18;666

9
10

1,493
3
-

111
743
11

10,015
264
19
--
92
-
-
-

-
0

02,029

82,029

113
0

1;305
292
---

6,069
77
11

180
60
233
--
10

1,516
1,078

-20
183
663

1,240
665
117

30,556
0
e

838
0
6
-
0

_1)

129
-

10.922
536
54
29
-0

-64
2;985

94
14

1,721
0
-

385
674

0
10;015

-
71
-

34
-
-
-
-

_7.

61

72,051

72,790

21
-56
315
15
-

253
181
le
-0
13
70
76

__O
531
60

-_i5

315
51
146
0

290
0
0
e
2

194
17
-

-II
482
0

436
_0
99

186
0
_0
36
51
52
19
84
27

_17
461
112
54
84
134

2
-

69
-
-
-
-
,
0

4,984

4,984

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-
-

_
-
-
-
_
_
_

,.

_

-

7.

-

-

-

-

_

113
249

3,566
844
-

1,7 7:
76
2

3.719
929

0
0

243
3,510

1.67!

?./142

?:110g
0

31.373
1,55e

350
250

i

-
678

5
_6
_45
0

2.519
65

275
1,800

122
770
-
,

2,244
e

__-
256

3.171
_ ___9

1,560
1,843

309
,

117
-
-

-

10

75.318

75,308

33
_0

987
97
-

59
4
9
1

-
9
0
0

-79
1,163

--
95

677
8
e

15
30.556

0
--

420
199

e
,
0
1

60,403
0
0

155
.,

0
0

__1
1420

92
-

632
_0
--
36
_13
-25
511

0
e

__-
202
-
-
-
7
-
e

98,037

98,037

4,0i
1,477

__-

5,g:

1;:iii
1,411

0
24,124

7.::g

,21,;::

3,460
3,992

3:::gi

1,660
3,090
4,139

e
65
89
6

333
4 .302

::;':_i

5;342
6.070

--0
7;614

46
-

5345
0

9,550
1. 532

120,:11i

254
20

---
727

-
-
-
-
-

949

193,021

192,072

-9
51
90
6

__-
253
45

-0

0
0

32
84
13

203
81
_5

139
41
27
0

87
o
0
0
-6

117
3
-
_9
14
e

94
_0
75
42
0
_0
-0
35
7

14
45
10
37
176
_2
39
e

149
13
-
18
-
-
-
-
-
0

2.055

2.055

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1986.

E-27
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Table EBI

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

SPEECH IMPAIRED

TRA4ISPORTATION
10 STATE_ SERVICES

SCHOOL
_HEALTH_
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHER
_RELATED
SERVICES_

ALAIMMA 44 3 33 a
ALASKA 329 77 400 3
ARIEONA 1,695 5.929 934 116
ARKANSAS 572 1,181 263 48
CALIFORNIA - - - 85,805
COLORADO 130 6.989 0 -
CONNECTICUT 265 39 5 -4

DELAWARE 45 _45 3 37
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _ 88 1.692 II 9
FLORIDA 14,998 2.736 25,227 0
GEORGIA 085 889 183 149
HAALII 139 0 0
IDAHO 9 9 0 0
ILLINOIS 3,979 2.464 1.674 3,729
INDIANA 3,984 8.572 1.804 0
IONA _ 175 0 9 0
KANSAS 798 939 85 69
KENTUCKY 1,055 3.455 2.184 390
LOUISIANA 692 319 189 33
MAINE 3,992 3,134 289 -
MARYLANO 645 77 19 2
MASSACHUSETTS 30,556 30.556 30.558 0
MICHIGAN 8.213 865 0 0
MINNESOTA 2.169 0 0 -
MISSISSIPPI 4,254 4,228 251 0
MISSOURI 5,132 2.078 491 89
MONTANA 0 2 e e
NEBRASKA -- --- - -
NEVADA- 272 238 218 9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 183 1 123 369
NEW JERSEY 9 0 0 0
NEW MEXICO - - - 0
NEN YORK 15.237 1.445 632 1.091
NORTH CAROLINA 1,864 1.805 1.402 519
NORTH DAKOTA 268 --- --- -16
OHIO a 939 1.388 209
OKLAHOMA -0 0 319 0
OREGON 1.189 27 272 3
PENNSYLVANIA 18,334 21.293 7.588 7

PUERTO R100 189 12 15 38
RHOOE ISLAND 116 - 7 -
SOUTH CARDONA 1.926 1,400 1.853 59
SOUTH_DAKOTA 4,119 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 1,487 - - -
TEXAS 2.495 467 661 828
UTAH _ 808 1,413 298 1

VERMONT_ 113 a 114 a
VIRGINIA 30,949 3,164 1,066 0
OASHINGION 1.084 269
WEST VIRGINIA 18 8 5; 0
WISCONSIN - - - -
WYONI MCII II1 257 532 44 26
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -
GUAM - - - -
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 189 58; 0 0

U.S. 6 INSULAR AREAS 158,071 105,093 80659 93;914

50 STATES; D.C. k P.N. 150891 104;508 80859 93914

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1986.

E-28
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Table EBI
NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN_3 21 YEARS_OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES

DURING THE 1964-85 SCHOOL YEAR

MENTALLY RETARDED

STATE

SCHOOL
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL WORK OCCUPATIONAL

5ERVIcEs SERvICES _THERAPY

SPEECH/
LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOST4C
SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAMA 23106 934 373 4,010 121 1,222 __- 202ALASKA_ 121 4 _95 _ 345 141 e 114 _86ARIZONA 2.416 1,095 673 3.644 943 361 1,428 381ARKANSAS 13987 587 296 2,315 883 278 23212 214CALIFORNIA - - --- --- - - -COLORADO 3.659 3,659 1.896 543 116 222 808 1.096CONNECTICUT 1.841 225 477 567 283 151 714 181DELAWARE 435 _44 366 589 _58 205 228DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 795 547 _45 ale
_21
--6 266 29FLORIDA 6.176 075 2,244 7;706 820 --- 3,756 925GEORGiA 5.991 11759 852 5,352 728 1.622 11256 947HAWAII -- 256 585 0 0 412 171IDAHO 568 254 123 13345 __O -54 0 220ILLINOIS 7;990 5,956 2.637 12,309 141 498 10.888 1,998INDIANA 6,211 5.438 i.:r8 6,044 2,053 2.041 1;659 1,22810wA

-50 180 426 5,125 125 - 8.355 240KANSAS 13487 476 532 2,367 1,611 560 1,218 418KENTUCKY_
7.039 2.403 466 3,517 1,861 2;842 41161 693LOUISIANA 1 675 1,642 863 5.474 799 758 3,510 597mAINE 4,638 3.075 2,234 2,223 120 _95 4,036 1,998MARYLAND 2.791 344 727 784 339 199 1,666 420MASSACHUSETTS 0 28,163 6 281163 --0 28,163 28;163 _8MICHIGAN 73338 244 4,617 13.465 1,278 e 577 833mINNESOTA- 6,150 6,300 1,98e -- 0 - 5,650 900MISSISSIPPI 1.217 351 _67 2.382 365 767 2.296 94MISSOURI 655 14 816 7,295 149 441 2,630 668mONTANA _10 4 19 583 1 0 -0 16NEBRASKA 1,480 - - --- 1,460 -NEVADA 256 104 _12 279 19; 8T 74 211NEw HAmPSHIRE - i 313 657 7 3 5 31NE* JERSEY 940 946 237 4,176 0 7;895 11888 1.385NEw mEXICO 58 - 532 43115 44 6 1.591 _ 440NEw YORK 14,751 10,500 10,763 16;552 .8 16,763 1,587 8,154NORTH CAROLINA 7,434 2.228 2.054 6.208 2,618 2.412 10.588 1,363NORTH DAKOTA 322 361 289 --- 58 - - 241OHIO 7,780 282 255 83076 11203 102 8.524 64OKLAHOMA 69 256 325 4,595 0 499 3.829 3,507OREGON ___ _ 95 _28 36 417 17 _e 144PENNSYLvANIA 17,576 4,707 4,407 12,779 955

_0
1,606 5.735 3,828PUERTO RICO 123 4.665 335 793 - 2.345 1.287 77RHODE ISLAND 10 _Is 134 207 - - - -43SOLITH CAROLINA 6,905 7.860 577 5,356 1,537 2,630 3;855 931SOUTH DAK0TA 11 19 75 700 0 e eTENNESSEE

- - 137 689 - 5.465
_65
383TEXAS 567 474 2,397 12,729 169 692 693 11393uTAH 1,138 626 512 1;179 786 758 1.423 457VERMONT _28 --0 88 905 _8 298 --6 69V1RGINIA__ 4,875 4,875 568 4,126 386 247 4,875 290wASHINGTON 1,269 - 553 21958 971 628 1.285 195*EST VIRGINIA 881 163 240 23257 207 123 691 434WISCONSIN

- - 11,208 -7 - - --wY0mING ei 146 211 347
_

81 175 201 83AMERICAN SAMOA - - r - - - -GuAm - - - - _ - _NORTHERN MARIANAS
-27 - - - T. -tRusT TERRITORIES - - - - - -VIRGIN ISLANDS ,

,

, 1 - -
!-

Km. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 70 58
._".
102 389 5 45 182

,

110
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 1393136 102,248 48,642 209,632 21,833 71,240 139,462 38.466
50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 139.066 102,190 483540 289,243 21.828 713195 139;280 38.356

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1966.

E-29



Table EBI
NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES

DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

MENTALLY RETARDED _

STATE
TRANSPORTATION

SERVICES

SCHOOL
NEALTH
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHER_
RELATED
SERVICES

ALABAMA 2;214 314 1;899 1

ALASKA 245 21 89 19

ARIZONA- 2.440 2,196 1.050 194
ARKANSAS 1670 1.487 572 _70
CALIFORNIA

_ - - 858
COLORADO 1.345 3,059 :6 -
CUNECTI_CuT 2.311 51 _29 _3

DELAWARE _85 68 140 38
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1.032 1,062 153 0

FLORIDA 8.635 3.842 7,667 __O
GEORGIA 8.462 1.914 833 1;141
HAWA1I 583 0 0 -
IDAHO 0 13 0 -4
ILLINOIS 17.538 4;737 3.514 6;198
INDIANA 10.380 6.038 3,262 0
IOWA- 4.205 160 20 980
KANSAS-- 2.720 1.013 419 256
KENTUCKY_ 4.958 3.553 3.566 503
LOUISIANA 3.685 2,196 508 519
MAINE-- 4.036 3.873 2.519 -
MARYLAND 3;501 177 45 6
MASSACHUSETTS 28.163 28.163 26,163 e
MICHIGAN 7.914 4.011 0 0
MINNESOTA_ 3.200 1.050 0
MISSISSIPPI 2.011 1.22/ 670 134
MISSOURI 8.240 1,417 1,508 390
MONTANA_ 1.05a 3 2 0
NEBRASKA - - _- -
NEVADA-- 702 407 56 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE 148 --1 136 122
NEW JERSEY 4;263 290 0 0
NEW MEXICO - -- - 0
NEW-YORK- 13.661 1,305 2.846 978
NORTH CAROLINA 10;088 5;095 6,043 654
NORTH DAKOTA _i 859 501
OHIO 20.403 5.363 4,806 2,255
OKLAHOMA 2.296 529 1,038 =0
OREGON 120 22 _93 _66
PENNSYLVAN1A 21.629 17,175 4,885 699
PUERTO-RUCO- 5.906 302 991 1,321
RHODE ISLAND__ 1028 - 3 -
SOUTH CAROLINA 5.235 2.448 3;497 196
SOUTH DAKOTA 1.044 0 0 4
TENNESSEE _4.880 - -
TEXAS 11;171 1.127 1;740 2;175
UTAH 2.200 689 467 27
VERMONT 412 -17 -62 207
VIRGINIA__ 14.630 1;540 1;882 0
mASHINGTON 4.452 - - 1,195
VEST VIRGINIA 1.897 477 343 381
WISCONSIN __- - - -
WYOMING 228 124 40 166
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -
GUAM - - - -
NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - -
vIRGIN-IsLANDs - - -- -
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 31 292 170 0

U.s. & INSULAR AREAs 253.474 ie.934 85.728 22.257

50 STATES. D.c. & p.R. 253.443 108.642 85,558 22,257

DATA AS OF ocTOBER 1; 1988.

E-3()
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ble EB I

00m0E0 OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

STATE
PSYCHOLOGICAL

SE_MoES_

SCHOOL
SOCIAL WORK
SERVICES

ALABAmA 688 324
ALASKA_ 126 1

ARIZONA 3.203 .225
ARKANSAS 151 31
CALIFORNIA - -
COLORADO 5.208 5.615
CONNECTICUT 1,368 428
DELAWARE 949 400
DISTRICT OF COLumBIA 451 429
FLORIDA 5.958 3.470
GEORGIA 6.662 5.926
HAWAII -
IDAHO 275 149
ILLINOIS 6.404 9.721
INDIANA 1613 656
10wA 210 270
KANSAS-- 2.328 1.481
KENTUCKY_ 1025 352
LOUISIANA 525 1;555
mA4NE- 3.442 2.902
MARYLAND 2;020 656
mASSACHUSETTS 15291 18.201
mICMICAN 6.655 3.425
mINNESOTA__ 5.445 5.500
MISSISSIPPI 121 _23
mISSOURI 747 140
mONTANA_ 138 21
NEBRASKA 800 ,
NEVADA- 433 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE --- 4
NEw JERSEY 943 043
NEw MEXICO 558 -
NEW yORK 34.507 16.992
NORTH CAROLiNA 2.674 1,406
NORTH DAKOTA 122 153
01110-- 2.305 70
OKLAmomA 1.123 500
OREGON 1..070 20
PENNSYLVANIA 9.002 9;196
PuERTO R1C0- So 278
RHODE ISLAND 1.12 145

SOUTH CAROLiNA 2;1117 1.243
SOUTH DAKOTA 57 6?
TENNESSEE - --
TEXAS 3.414 1.136
UTAH 5.335 2,419
VERmONT lee 0
VIRGINIA__ 2.415 2.418
wASHINGTON 373 -
wEST VIRGINIA 539 68
WISCONSIN --- ---
WYOMING 432 282
AmER1CAN SAm0A - -
GUAm - -
NORTHERN_MARIANAS - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - .7

VIRGIN-ISLANDS -
BUR: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

_-
07 36

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 146.124 100.201

50 STATES; D.C. & P.R 146;027 100.165

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

EMOTIMALLY DISTURBED

SPEECH/
OCCUPATIONAL LANGUAGE AUDIOLOGICAL
_ THERAPY _PATHOLOGY SERVICES

135
36

142
3
-

35
35
65
_e

1.154
140
24
-6

346
61
65

247
_34
279

1.111
64

a
0
e

--2
135

2
-
0

67
__O
157
-e
04
11
28
0

33
753
57
-5
59
7

-25
516
145

5
182
IS
2
-

48
-
-
-
-
-

106

6.468

6.362

E=3 I

391
33

919
31

329
149
263

12
25

782
26
7-

-0
92
66

135 e
1.466 2e
1,552 393

95 e
147 0

3.854 29
344 232
705 5

401 ate
182 71
550 93

1.065 0
184

e
0
--

110
0
0
0

_65 7
984 9

71 0
- ,

75 5

92 I
1.290 -9

406 le
8,929 0

611 533
- 1

250 98
see 0

1 342 15
3;154 84

77 -
-56 -
501 216
39 0
133 -

2.773 1 104
882 1.872
38 0

aeg 78
lae 150
161 43
-
82 la
- -
- -
- -
- 7
- -

150 0

35.416 5;030

35.268 5.830

5 3 E;

RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC
SERVICES _SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERApY

220 I -- 42
__0 168 13
341 1.476 19
31 204 7
- __,- _-

_9 _26 35
286 586 5
258 630 3

0 _38 _0
- 1.506 38

519 2.948 69
_9 172 a

_19 75 i4
820 9.954 96
170 _ 192 25
- 4375 190

383 1.742 29
236 329 8
469 1.468 16
-58 3.442
475 1.141

_e
17

18;201 18;201 e
0 0 0
- 1.550 o
_9 107 4

450 844 46
0 -0 0

_- 800 _-
le 24 24

__0 3 e
14.276 2.482 0

47 1;173 44
_I 1,193 0
554 2.140 65
- 6A 1;180 e

92 341 0

12 0 0

871 3.907 185
173 70 5
_ _ - 3
369 1.525 55

0
- 840 56

553 1.116 130
122 2;917 4

9 2 1

123 2.418 17
9 613 15

106 355 35
- - -
33 250 10
- - -
- _ _
- - -
- - -
- - -

197 139 0

40;563 74;752 1;329

40.366 74.613 1.329



Table EB1

NUMOEN OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1904-65 SCHOOL YEAR

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

TRANSPORTATION
STATE SERVICES

SCHOOL
_HEALTH:
SERVICES

COUNSELING
_SERVICES

OTHER
_RELATED
SERVICES

ALABAMA 442 90 1;135 9
ALASKA- 107 5 126 21
ARIZONA_ 1.046 1,825 1,429 54
ARKANSAS_ 128 47 93 --5
CALIFORNIA - - , 926
COLORADO 048 5,615 0 -
CONNECTICUT 1;113 217 2,516 12
DELAWARE 163 327 710 128
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 475 466 452 _O
FLORIDA 5.249 1,163 3,562 2.608
OEORGIA 2.833 504 3;132 445
HAWAII 113 6 224IOW- 53 -59 59 0
ILLINOIS 13155 1;523 7,674 5.588
INDIANA 1759 1;042 611 _0
_IOWA_ 2.490 270 535 1.050
KANSAS_ 1;226 804 1,239 246
KENTUCKY

_ 69$ 114 790 49
LOUISIANA 067 247 856 42MAC_ 3,442 3.360 3.102 -
MARYLAND 2;695 307 3,898 31
MASSACHUSETTS 10,201 15.201 10201 B
MICHIGAN_ 2.532 -55 0 6
MINNESOTA_ 1;100 600 5,450 -
MISSISSIPPI ea _03 181 7
MISSOURI 2.233 135 063 190
MONTANA_ 0 8 4 9
NEORASKA
NEVAAM---- 323 295 311i 9
NEW HAMPSHIRE -77 --1 943 34
NEW JERSEY 7;709 1;426 7138 0
NEW MEXICO - -
NEW_TOR.X_ _ 19,270 1,040 3,946 1.380
NORTH CAROLINA 2039 881 2.753 158
NORTH DAKOTA -87 - - 43
OHIO_ 2.027 1.430 1,403 485
OKLAHOMA elle 143 1.123 e
ONEOON 197 _35 119 _7
PENNSYLVANIA 11.369 5.1137 3.075 2.720
PUERTO_RICO_ 375 10 19 46
RHODE -ISLAND 483 - _19 -
SOUTH CAROLINA 1.569 2.464 7,381 26
SOUTH_DAKOTA -43 e 0 2
TENNESSEE 754 - ---
TEXAS 4.056 595 0,631 094
UTANL-- 1.e99 1.659 1.312 30
VERMONTL 44 _A -65 49
VIRGINIA-- 7.254 763 3.054 _0WASHINGTON 1.270 90
WESITMIRGINIA 484 5T 22; 9
WISCONSIN - - - --
WYOMING- 133 233 293 24
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -
GUAM - - - -
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - -
VIRGINLISLANDS -

_-
__- _- -

OUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 2 152 157 0

U.S; el INSULAR AREAS 125,538 54.923 99.233 17.602

5$ STATES. D.C. * P.R. 125.536 54.771 99;076 17,602

DATA AS Of OCTO8ER 1; 1986:

E-32

537



Tab lc EBI

wimBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

HARD OF HEARING k DEAF

SCHOOL I1II
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL-WOIC OCCUPATIONAL

STATE SERVICES SERvICES_ THERAPY

SPEECH/
LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC
SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

PHySICAL
THERAPY

ALABAmA 79 10 25 202 194 423 - 14

ALASKA 137 _14 16 120 117 _O _39 14

ARIZONA- 783 250 56 937 840 205 082 20

ARKANSAS__ 254 25 2 318 363 144 25 19

CALIFORNIA_ --- - - --- , _- -

COLORADO- 557 557 15 -33 923 3 _10 15

CONNECTICUT 28 45 i5 232 243 25 160 1

DELAWARE 42 4 42 156 143 0 16 4

DISTRICT OF COLumOiA _16 4 :2 -31 _26 4 _15 I

FLORIDA 817 307 26 1824 2;172 _- 288 13

GEORGIA 292 246 18 625 1,286 32 _95 _0

HAWAII - 17 130 272 0 162 14

IDAHO--- _8 --t -11 1.0 0 _9 41
A

ILLINOIS 245 270 79 1;886 1,945 -2 1.221 59

INDIANA 380 207 02 593 836 59 111 24

IOWA-- 178 160 -0 535 1,325 - 490 0

KANSAS__ 265 24 43 458 763 32 137 17

KENTUCKY 137 2041 10 292 442 -39 199 8

LOUISIANA _20 375 42 1,172 803 367 599 26

MAINE 404 366 76 324 404 31 451 -0

MARYLAND_ 46 -82 24 284 361 -56 288 24

mASSACHUSETTS Lie 1,001 1,063 1,864 1;681 1;861 0

mtcHICAN- 995 47
_O
74 2,654 2,587 0 j9 0

MINNESOTA_ 0 -0 -0 - 1;425 - 642 _0

MISSISSIPPI 55 29 10 190 57 16 180 18

MISSOURI 9 0 52 390 635 5 403 42

MONTKNA_ -2 1 1 94 a 0 -0 0

NEORASKA lee - , - - - 180 -

NEVADA- 32 e 0 29 100 0 8 17

NEW HAMPSHIRE - e 17 108 _7 1 --3 2

NEW 4ERSEY 78 78 1 1;239 78 1,239 138 9

NEw MEXICO --5 - 01 247 139 0 234 6

NEW YORK -_ 2;178 1,771 0 3,246 5;115 0 613 --0

NORTH CAROLINA 307 313 78 1953 1;726 510 2.493 275

NORTH DAKOTA 17 19 7 140 -- ___, 7

01110 635 _13 39 1,338 2.946 _39 1,127 13

OKLAHOMA 70 150 8 248 596 189 221 a

OREGON_ 16 115 _5 84 132 -4 -17 1

PENNSYLVANIA 2,187 934 63 2.603 6,462 162 7,585 34

PuE1110-1400_ 5 322 7 384 - 399 190 3

RHODE _ISLAND 4 --2 =3 49 - - 2

SOUTH CAROLINA 115 270 27 1.350 675 269 299 _2

SOUTH-DAKOTA 1 0 3 110 193 0 -_10 -5

TENNESSEE - -- -35 lea - 465 487 -80

TEXAS 227 265 117 2;554 1,741
_-
-8 321 109

UTAH 298 94 57 606 301 29 450 0

vERMONT_ 1 0 -4 101 27 4 -6 -2

VIRGINIA 410 410 27 835 1,075 18 410 24

WASHINGTON 30 , 45 836 -72 30 434 e

WEST-VIRGINIA 82 0 20 335 327 138 49 19

WISCONSIN - - - - _- - - _,

WYOMING 21 14 6 68 46 5 63 11

AMERICAN SAMOA - - - - - 7 -

GuAM 7 - - - -!. - - -

NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - - - -

TRUST-TERRITORIES - - 7
- .r

VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - -- , - -

BUR; OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 3 8 1 13 0 31 14 2

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS 12,411 9.759 1,331 32,419 42,249 8.278 23,233 952

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 12,408 9,751 1.330 32,486 42,249 6,247 23,219 950

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1086



Tab lc ESL

NUMBER Of HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1084,85 SCHOOL YEAR

HARD OF HEARING * DEAF

TRANSPORTATION
STATE SERVICES

ScHOOL
-HEALTH
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

_OTHER-
_RELATED
SERVICES

ALABAMA 175 84 53 0AIASKA1 93 111 16 7ARJZONA- 645 766 348 94ARKANSAS 143 296 170 3CALIFORNIA - - - 1,511COLORADO 259 557 -0 -CONNECTICUT 216 40 22 1DELAWARE 19 0 59 69DASTRICT OF COLUMBIA _22 62 29 0FLORIDA 961 347 1,297 267GEORGIA 645 59 61 25HAWAII 151 e 0Imola _e 0 0ILLINOIS 2.217 189 641 1,554INOIANA 634 616 171 8IONA 320 _* 5 aeKANSAS 219 90 33 21KENTUCKY 254 98 48 4LOUISIANA 808 412 163 320MAINE 451 103 101 -MARYLAND 352 375 37 4MASSACHUSETTS 1,861 1,861 1,861 0MICHIGAN 440 229 0 9MINNESOTA 270 e 0MISSISSIPPI 119 42 14 7MISSOURI 783 33 24 8MONTANA
0c000u0

0 0 0 e
-NEVADA 54 64 25 aNEW HAMPSHIRE 25 e 30 42NEW JERSEY 639 0 0 ANEW MEXICO

- - 47NEW-YORK 2,143 205 370 154NORTH CAROLINA 1.022 832 334 81NO4TH DAKOTA 142 - 840110 1.531 972 lai 2601.:LAHOMA 394 189 103 eOREGON 28 25 14 0PENNSYLVANIA 2.326 1.300 898 46IT1ERTO RICO 624 17 94 138ODE JSLAND 155 - 1 -SOUTH CAROLINA 404 377 409 9SOUTH-DAKOTA 124 0 0 0TENNESSEE 594 - --- -TEXAS 2.122 344 223 479UTAH 80 45 34 3VERMONT 30 2 3 4VIRGINIA 1.240 120 154 0WASHINGTON 719 - - 105WEST-VIRGINIA 259 15a 29 35WISCONSIN - - -WYOMING
11 26 a 21AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -GUAM - - - -NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - -TRUST TERRITORIES - - -VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - -NUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 4 25 e e

'Ls. a INSULAR AREAS 26.642 18,977 8,078 5,241
50 STATES. D.C. * P.R. 26,638 10.952 8,078 5,241

DATA AS OF OCTOUR I. 1986.

E=.34

5:39



Tab lc EB1

NuMER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

mULTIHANDICAPPED

PSYCHOLOGICAL
_ STATE SERV:CES

SCHOOL
SOCIAL WORK
SERVICES

OCCUPATIONAL
THERAPY

SPEECH/
LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL
SERVICES

RECREATIONAL
SERVICES

DIAGNOSTIC
SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
C OLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
mAINE
MARYLAND
mASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
mONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEw HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO-
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-R1C0
RHODE ISLAND-
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT-
VIRG1NIA_
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAm0A
GUAM
NORTHERN_MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAiRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES; D.C. & P.R.

34
_46
470
101
-

1;588
122
27
a
0
-
..,

t
-

417
0

183
2,415
_83
556
216

O
483
-e
_33
232
14

140
149
--

497
_38

4.560
833
__O

1,572
15
:a
69
22
1

43
12
-

204
541

a
7 ,

104
9
-
18
_
-
-
-
-
13

16;597

16;584

82
_3
105
62
-

1.586
119
11

_43
572
-
,
e
_

591
0

90
306
136
-54
184

2,923
14
e

21
97
0

---
120

0
497
-

3;384
621
10
_31
750

8
_6

390
3

163
9

---
244
375

0
712
-
9
-

17
-
-
-
-

29

14,420

14.391

186
_59
414
158
-

1 ,591
520

3
43
0

--
177
52
-

724
92

286
303
545
556

1,230
2,923
1186

e
-38
130
20
--

_22
103

3,756
253
0

670
0

1,1383

550
e

148
203

7
119
234
137

1,810
507
55

794
583

9
-

66
-
-
-
-

117

23,323

23.208

419
:83
278
245
-

127
510
36
44
76
-
96
52
-

536
375
322
720
552
426
592

2.923
1;086

-
167
285
186
--

_65
106

5,913
495

5;885
1,035

-
2;938

435
0

1496
241
-10
152
383
890

2,556
1,031

_52

1,11:
0
-

137
-
-
-
-

84

36,338

36,254

37
44

314
67
-
e

174
6
0

59
-
0
0
-

298
5

216
73

116
49

287
is

339
e

13
65
0
-

53
i

25
26
0

612
--e
835
369

0
8
-
-

132
0
-

194
526
_7
360
86
8
-

28
-

-

_4

5100

5,096

63
--2
113
101

-
149
83
38
8
-
-
e
0
-

192
-

117
276
70
56

255
2,923

e

:-!

13
183

e
-

53

7.493
0

9,951
757
-

73
359

e
127
192
-

214
8
-

129
519
28
54
747
e
-_-

4
-
_

-

110

25.418

25.306

--
_47
274
137
-

509
48
22
6
e
-

210
0
-

242
283
158
327
325
623
570

2.923
96
:0
71

508
_0
140

3
2

969
346

1;933
2.507

-
1,26e

363
0

-55
316
-
62

i_o
549
397
468
__3
712
373

8

98
_
_
-
-

68

17,997

17,929

329
-52
383
124
-

1,3%
9

_44
113
-

177
9
-

819

623
1,:407:6!

2.923
1,247

e
51

408
49
-

-62

3.g;
220

0
973

e
1,343
972
-8

321
287
11

66
199

1,01
664
53

1319
539

e

38
-
_
-
-

166

24,395

24.229

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1966.

E-35
510



Tab lc EB I

WOOER Of MANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

MULTIMANDICAPPED

TRANSPORTATION
SERVICES

SCHOOL
-MEALTM-
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHER
RELATED

SERVICES

ALAGAMA 693 64 27 9
ALASKA' 126 134 39 19
AR120NAi 633 528 148 87
ARKANSAS 222 157 41 25
CALIFORNIA --- - - 20
CO1ORADO 515 1.586 e ,
CONNECTICUT 301 439 79 2
DELAWARE 12 -2 15 e
DISTRICT OF COLUMOIA 64 76 21 0
FLORIDA 98 e e e
GEORGIA - - ... -
HAMAII 166 9 a -
IDAHO s e e e
ILLIN0IS -- -- - -
INDIANA 791 600 179 --e
IONA 420 120 -9 203
KANSAS-- 286 137 10 43
KENTUCKY_ 839 238 169 72
LOUISIANA 474 329 14 52
MAINE 1 623 558
MARYLAMCCI___ 2.673 3.409 126 2
MASSACHUSETTS 2.023 2.923 2,923 o
MICHIGAN 1;584 468 e e
MINNESOTA- --s e e -
missisSIPPI 102 38 -29 le
MISSOURI 1.080 107 287 0
MONTANA 371 2 9 9
WINTASAA - - - -
NEVADA__ 110 239 16 9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 61 _2 _22 2
NEW JERSEY 4.048 750 376 e
NEW MEXICO --- - 5
WeINYORK 4;168 398 ale 299
NORTH CAROLINA 794 911 608 95
Nomym DAKOTA 0 - - 9
OHIO_ 2.205 1,1135 519 394
OKLAHOMA 890 1;330 129 0
attE- Gow e -e 0
PENNSYLVANIA 106 OS 14 9
PUERTO Mop 355 46 58 124
(MOE ISLAND 32 - e -
SOUTH CAROLINA 204 160 75 4
SOUTH_DAKOTA _ __11 0 0 21
TENNESSEE 1.267 - - -
TEXAS 2.776 540 349 1.597
UTAK_ 1,127 367 216 31
VERMONT- _ _58 16 _5 22
VIRGINIA- 2.140 223 274 _0
MASHINGTONCI- 1.449 - - 165
WEST_VIROINIA 6 s e e
WISCONSIN - - - .7

WYOMING- 1111 24 4 23 47
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -
Gum ., , - -
NORTNERW-MARIANAS - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS ., , , -
OUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 0 8 0 3

U.S. 41 INSULAR AREAS 36,759 18;125 7.463 3.244

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 36.759 18,117 7.463 3,241

DATA AS Of OCTOOER 1 1906:



Table EBI

NUMBER Of HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 --21 YEARS-OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1964-65 SCHOOL YEAR

ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED

SCHOOL SPEECH/
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL mow OCCUPATIONAL LANGUAGE AUDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC

STATE SERVICES SEEVICES THERAPY PATHOLOGY SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES
PHYSICAL
THERAPY_

ALABANA 15 11 139 71 0 9 -- 167

ALASKA 16 8 -98 -88 -21 -2 _38 _97

ARIZONA- 153 47 237 189 229 39 115 262
ARKANSAS_ 22 17 84 125 35 26 25 56

CALIFORNIA
COLORADO

---
869

-
8O9

-
sit

-
_7

-
_8

_-
43

-
188

-
ett

commie:et 296 41 225 83 29 0 et 122

DELAWARE -8 126 199 11 24 -3 144

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
_22
-49 -45 -46 :_i -9 7 _46 _74

FLORIDA 879 116 1;922 831 292 - 665 917
GEORGIA 161 87 345 254 39 250 59 494
HAWAII - - 51 117 9 0 115 129
IDAHO _35 116 i_. _59 _11 _9 _. _64
ILLINOIS 111 252 1,249 152O 22 53 1,386 1931,

INDIANA 196 262 351 315 121 62 -79 528
IDMA-- --8 58 625 275 15 - 818 455
KANSAS__ 123 17 165 144 94 21 68 172
KENTUCKY 96 44 111 147 24 21 -97 219
LOUISIANA -78 334 BOO 373 119 189 317 551
MAINE 388 42 366 248 _9 65 490 495
MARYLAND 446 72 439 113 65 5 173 499
MASSACHUSETTS 0 1,401 1,461 4 9 1,461 1,461 1,461
MICH-I-GAN- - - __- - ._, - - -
MINNESOTA_ _O _8 426 e 768 1036
MISSISSIPPI ee 17 37 77 14 3; 112 181

MISSOURI 339 112 761 591 23 561 412 631
NIONTANA_ __O 8 19 27 9 9 9 29
HEORASKA 195 - _._. - - 185 _-

NEVADA-- 42 0 -1 3 9 31 4 31
NEW HIMPSHIRE :- 11 =117 43 9 A _1 _79
Nrilf JERSEY 52 52 398 _59 0 77P 194 624
NEW MEXICO 7 - 116 199 2 -e 156 148
NEW YORK 1,516 1,632 2,246 496 :9 3,552 929 3.352
NORTH CAROLINA 109 99 368 237 56 165 254 $72
NORTH DAKOTA 14 37 129 - 13 - - 11*
OH40 -- - --- --- - -- --- -

OKLAMVMA 26 6 556 155 A 34 129 372
OREGON _33 _9 427 459 62 23 24 459
PENNSYLVANIA 1;771 475 912 1;141 66 694 575 1;397
PUERTO-RICO- 6 119 51 14 - 42 75 _78
RHODE ISLAND 2 3 72 33 - - - 1$4
SOUTH CAROLINA 132 349 369 189 62 el 231 414
SOUTH-DAKOTA 0 0 66 156 9 9 _ie 03
TENNESSEE _42 217 - 358 _94

TEXAS 55 9; 1;642 1423 39 7; 528 1,787
UTAH 83 170 183 59 97 97 150 199
VERMONT- -12 -8 =45 31 _9 29 t _56
VIRGINIA__ 143 193 299 73 22 ±9 193 473
WASHINGTON 150 - 224 99 60 129 99 597
WEST-VIRGINIA 131 8 122 199 2 24 42 2l0
WISCONSIN , , 2,567 , -!- - 2;416
WYOMING 12 7 168 30 11 5 27 39
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - -GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - -
BUR; OF INDIM AFFAIRS 1 2 8 6 9 _ 31 7 28

U.S. li INSULAR AREAS 8,663 6,488 29,698 10,491 1.536 8,329 11,463 25;497

56 STATES. D.C. 6 P.R. 9,842 6.486 26,691 19;485 1.536 6.296 11,456 25.379

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1966.

E-37



Tabl6 EB1

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DuR:NG THE 1984-05 SCHOOL YEAR

ORTHOPEDICALLY

TRANSPORTATION
STATE SERVICES

IMPAIRED

SCHOOL
_HEALTH_
_SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHER-
RELATED
SERVICES

ALABAMA 227 25 _a e
ALASKA- 59 19 _15 _2
ARIZONAI 231 258 254 68
ARKANSAS__ 63 57 19 ,-4
CALIFORNIA - - = 157
COLORADO--- 231 809 e -_-
CONNECTICUT 121 159 3 -1
DELAWARE 173 78 _1 38
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 74 74 03 0
FLORIDA 732 299 1.027 e
GEORGIA 472 125 102 102
HAWAII 201 0 0 -
IDAHO 0 0 0 e
ILLINOIS 3.259 219 311 1.026
INOIANA 053 262 88 e
IOWA- 235 50 :5 190
KANSAS__ 192 89 29 15
KENTUCKY 319 _90 31 19
LOUISIANA 412 185 11 113
MAINE__ 400 360 330 -
MARYLAND 302 394 14 3
MASSACHUSETTS 1.481 1.461 1.461 e
MICHIGAN_ __- - - -
MINNESOTA_ 286 _0 -0 -
MISSISSIPPI 160 71 15 _ 6
MISSOURI 1,224 344 85 422
MONTANI_ 151 0 e e
NEBRAS04 _,, _- -
NEVADA 73 40 39 e
NEW HAMPSHIRE -25 5 20 217
NEW JERSEY 779 0 e e
NEW MEXICO 11 - e
NEW_YORK_____ 1,404 13; 18; 101
NORTH CAROLINA 821 238 475 24
NORTH DAKOTA GO - - 13
OHIO -- - ir -
OKLAHOMA 349 -94 78 e
OREOON 808 213 _38 19
PENNSYLVANIA 1,570 898 176 25
PUERTO_RICOL lee A 24 40
RHODE ITLANO 183 - --0 --
SOUTH CAPOLINA 431 519 784 55
SOUTH-DAKOTA 328 0 0 4
TENNESSEE I 516 --- - -
TEXAS 2.140 181 301 792
UTAN- 111 105 48 3
VERMONT_ -23 3 4 4
VIRGINIA 583 81 75 A
WASHINGTON 344 - = 150
WESTIVIRGINI* 210 79 5 53
WISCONSIN , - -
WYOMING 21 17 6 25
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -

NORTHERN-MARIANAS - _ - -
TRUST TERRITORIES , _ _ -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS -- _ - r
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 20 31 e 0

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 22.119 6.010 6.067 3.995

50 STATES. D.C. ft P.R. 22.099 7.979 6.087 95

DATA AS OF OCTOSER 1. 1988.

E-3



Table Ei3!

NumBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

STATE

OTHER HEALTH

SCHOOL_
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL_WORK OCCUPATIONAL

SERVICES _SERVICES THERAPY

IMPAIRED
_

spEEcm/
LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC
SERviCES SERVICES SERYUCES_

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAMA 71 4 27 33 1 i - 34

ALASKA 34 _e 27 25 11 0 45 19

ARIZONA_ 95 73 43 28 56 _9 92 40

ARKANSAS 17 111 57 58 26 21 70 28

CALIFORNIA - - - - - -

COLORADO__ - - - -- - 7 _-. --

CONNECTICUT 21 34 115 78 504 8 109 92

DELAwARE tO _9 0 10 1 0 15 50

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 32 82 0 -3 0 6 _63 1

FLORIDA 503 15 Ai 79 0 - 390 -8

GEORGIA 41 le 24 17 7 14 24 20

HAWAII _, - - _- 0 0

IDANa. 11 --4 --6 20 0 0 0 3

ILLINOIS 121 293 111 397 5 9 607 62

INDIANA 23 92 17 33 11 25 33 13

lowA_ -0 0 -e _O ___0 _, -0 0

KANSAS 45 99 78 98 120 10 86 37

KENTUCKY 101 70 49 50 64 14 -76 _79

LOUISIANA 47 133 222 698 113 45 453 111

mAINE 438 42 _64 5e _0 e 458 118

mARYLAND 45 80 181 124 60 --4 233 104

MASSACHUSETTS _0 1.866 9 6 :_e 1;857 1.860 e

MICHIGAN 1.502 146 4.833 2166 286 0 327 3.965

MINNESOTA 0 e 410 - 550 - 805 260

MISSISSiPPI - _ - - - - -

MISSOURI 42 0 37 19 10 0 177 74

MONTANA 9 8 1 19 e 9 6 5

NEBRASKA 0 - - - - 0 ,

NEVADA 9 9
_7
36 -17 0 0 0 0

NEW mAmPSHIRE -- 19 101 116 2 0 23

NEW JERSEY 52 52 __O -11 0
_2

824 104

NEw MEXICO 4 50 26 0 - 0 see 65

NEW_YORK 9;7'7 6,286 ie 3132 _0 20,469 1.161 28.469

NORTH CAROLINA Sk '
139 103 285 el 139 499 166

NoRTH DAKOTA 1.- 17 46 - -37 -- - 29

OHIO 1,05 -0 1.565 508 391 72 955 1.796

ORLAHOmA : - 25 _0 89 0 28 75 160

OREGON , 5 241 278 36 17 13 306

PENNSYLVANIA 9 0 -0 0 0 0 0

mime RICO 1- 39 11 14 - 26 43 26

RHOOE ISLAND _, 1 _9 le -

SOUTH CAROLINA 13 71 30 55 35 4 51 16

SOUTH_DAROTA 1 4 2 -6 0 0 0 2

TENNESSEE __- _6 40 - - 536 -16

TERAS 175 ,5 1.191 2.322 33 56 872 687

UTAK 48 I. 52 19 12 14 51 35

VERMONT- -3 0 20 38 2 71 9 17

VIRGINIA- 91 1 3: 9 --3 -91 34

WASHINGTON 463
_5

492 732 433 329 314 314

wEST VIRGINIA 4 14 49 13 1 18 38

wiscemsIN - , - 7 -
WYOMING 29 69 42 10 4 50 22

AMERICAN SAMOA - - - - - - -

GUAM - - - - - _ -

woRTHERN-MARTANAS - - - -

TRUST_TERRITORIES - - -

VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 7, i

-
4

_,
1

,
1

67

18

-
15

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS 14,90 10,05:. 9.54? 11,1%09 2920 24.01y 11.293 29.380

56 STATES. D.c. * P.R. 14,9:46 .0.045 9.539 11,798 2.919 24,015 11.275 29.365

DATA As oF OCTOBER 1, 1956.

54.'
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Tab lc EBI

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN-3 --21 YEARS-OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

TRANSPORTATION
_STATE__ SERVICES

ARIIANG 51
ALASKA_ 48
ARIZONA- 51
AIKKNUS 50
CALIFORNIA -
COLORADO -
CONNECTICUT 114
DELATIAltE 7
DISTRICT OF COLUMOIA -91
FLORIDA 430
GEORGIA 27
HAW I 280Iwo- _a
ILLINOIS 024
INDIANA se
1 OWA -0
KANSAS

LI:NCIZKA

_32
120
331

MAINE 456
MARYLAND 199

1.860MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN- 4.377
MINNESOTA- 16*
MISSISSIPPI -
MISSOURI 84
MONTANA 70
NEBILCSKA -
NEVADA : 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE _42
NEW JERSEY 445
NEW MEXICO -
NEW YORK 6 573
WORTm CAROLINA 553
MOM DAKOTA -14
OM-I 0-

OKLANOMA "Al
OREOON 418
PCNNSYLVANIA A
PUERTO RICO 57
MODE ISLAND- -33
SOWN CAROLINA 204
SOUTH DAKOTA 117
TENNESSEE 190

1.926TEXAS
UTAIt 44

tlii
gRngA___
OASAIK.ITON
mar- 'AMNIA 54W1S=OSIN

..WOOING 16
AMERICAN SAMOA -
GUAM

..-.

NORTNERN_MARIAKAS -
TRUST-TERRITORIES
V4ROON-ISLANOS

OP MOAN AFFAIRS 0

U.S. 0 !KOLAR AREAS 25 41

00 STATEX, D.r. 6 P.R. 25.4Ti

OATA AS Of OCT' 1. 1080.

SCNOOL
HEALTH
SERVICES

COUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHER-
RELATED
SERVICES

00
11

149
19
-
--
14
17
91

7
_9

59
32

a.

-
2

_3

54

0
0

445

2.43-38

-
-0
28
0

_o -0 0
28 35 42
o I

_is 0 0
15* 142 391
12 19 0
-0 1 : 5

_55 19 16
112 as 64
177 87 24
438 44 -
_39

1.860 1.8617
2
0

1.992 o I
319 I -
- - -

122 14 187
5 4 8
_-
3'

,
0

-
_0

-26 28 39
245 I 0
---

5.147 1.476 614
301 1.079 98

..,

1.376
-

245
7

67
78 AA 0
Of 24 a
0 0 e
0 3 11
- _ _ t -

431 697 9
0 0

23i
-,,

587

_e
---
386

211
a

44
t o

14
3

27 32 -0
-

-_' 687
4 1 25
-

38
,
7

--
20

- - -
!!. - -
- - -
- - -
- - -

2$ 4 9

14.812 call 5.483

13.984 6.837 5;483
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Table EB1

Num8ER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD RECEIVING RELATED SERVICES

DUR1NC THE 1984-45 SCHOOL YEAR

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

STATE

SCHOOL --------
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL WORK OCCUPATIONAL

SERVICES SERVICES THERAPY

SPEECH/
LANGUAGE
PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC
SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAmA 44 4 32 32 14 151 - 11

ALASKA_ 7 _I :5 12 _4 -8 -7 11

ARIZONA_ 227 41 43 145 169 lee 172 35

ARKANSAS 108 199 32 111 26 lee 114 a

CALIFORNIA - __- _- - - - - _,

COLORADO 187 187 14 -9 1 3 9 14

CONNECTICUT 15 9 195 31 22 51 _2 9

DELAWARE 13 6 24 09 $ 5 29 16

04STRIXT OF COLUM614 39 2 10 9 _8 9 --e _e

FLORIDA 195 7 53 219 119 210 47

GEORGIA 65 82 28 55 13 23 129 17

HAWAII - 17 7 9 8 23 12

IDAHO
17 _2 -8 -14 9

ILLINOIS 145 12? 84 244 14 --4 422 54

INDIANA 353 315 55 t"' 729 255 217 98

tOwA__ 0 1 55 a -- 190 _9

KANSAS 144 19 89
95 197 411

KENTUCKY _90 329 _7
22 192 il

LOUISIANA 117 175 31
84 294 43

mAINE 182 49 55
16 299 _4

mARYLAND 44 36 184 11 176 153 92

mASSACNUSETTS e 797 _I
A 797 797 8

MICHIGAN_ 286 e 21 4 0 :9 9

miNNESOTA _e e e e 1.140 0

MISSISSIPPI 29 9 1 0 6 15 10

MISSOURI 24 0 14 t 1 9 18 14

MONTANA 1 0 2 %. 0 9 9 9

NEBRASKA 70 - - - - ._.._. 9 -

NEVADA 16 0 1 3 5 le 10 2

NEw mAmPSHIRE
- 9 13 11 I e _1 3

NEW JERSEY 1
-9 Ie 0 217 11 e

NEw mEXICO 1 -- 48 47 a _e 121 21

NE1yORK 849 842 6 293 0 1.977 144 1

NoRTN cAROLINA 873 53 23 173 111 165 871 29

NORTH DAKOTA 2 17 38 _, -- 13

DNIO

_48
258 1 311 303 198 45 242 91

OKLAHOMA 19 25 8 79 -8 112 66 9

OREGON 7 3 _3 21 19 0 15 0

PENNSYLVANIA 992 524 397 277 29 182 8,523 44

PUERTO RICO 1 95 4 9
. 82 52 e

RHODE ISLAND
1 _7 J - - 4

SOUTH CAROLINA

_I
85 as le 36 25 76 5-6 0

SOUIN_DAKOTA I e 4 42 e 9 -1 I

TENNESSEE _, - -3 22 - - 291 9

TEXAS 40 10 237 356 It 1 199 135

UTAH__ 99 21 6 15 43 28 199 la

VERMONT- 0 0 -5 _2 II 1 9 1

VIRGINIA-- 174 174 12 65 19 a 174 19

wASHING401 _ 99 .,.. 10 1.551 39 15 195 45

7Ts7 VIRGINIA 47 1 39 23 81 49 127 16

WISCONSIN 7. - , 7. - - - -

wyomiNG__ _____ 1 9 6 7 9 3 3 1

AMERICAN SAMOA - ...

- - - - - -

GUAM
_ - - - - r -

NORTNERN__mARIANAS
- - - -

TRuST_TERRITORIES
.7 - - - - - 7,

v!LiGiN ISLANDS , - - .,
-- , -

BuR. OF INDiAN AFFAIRS 1 3 1 0 0 13 6 3

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 5,849 A 3,949 1.883 4,721 1;507 4.769 11.210 984

50 STATES; 0.C. & P.R. s,ase 3.945 1482 4,721 1,567 4.758 13,224 981

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.
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Table EBI
NUMOER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS-OLD

RECEIVING RELATED SERVICESDURING THE 1984-e5 max YEAR

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

TRANSPORTATIONSTATE SERVICES

SCHOOL
HEALTH

SERVICES
COUNSELING
_SERVICES

-OTHER
-RELATED
SERVICES

ALASAMA
79 143 38 0ALASKA-
47 1 _6 6ARIZONA

191 232 159 47ARKANSAS
73 127 19 0CALIFORNIA _- - ., 298COLORADO
56 187 0 -CONNECTICUT 1 _1 3 9DELAWARE
37 15 15 8DISTRICT OF COLUM8IA
_32 32 4 30FLORIDA
431 15 378 _9GEORGIA 144 44 23 45HAWAII
33 0 9 -IDAHO _A -9 0 _9ILLINOIS

702 185 122 926INDIANA
436 361 154 8IONA_
_35 0 _0 75KANSAS
169 all 14 7KENTUCKY
118 _56 32 16LOUISIANA
231 136 26 154mAimE
209 162 48 ,MARYLAND
361 299 -19 0MASSACHUSETTS 797 797 797 0MICHIGAN_
_41 0 0 0MINNESOTA
250 _9 0 ,MISSISSIPPI -33 15 _9 0WISSOURI
251 38 41 173MONTANA
31 0 9 9NE8RASKA -

._. -14EVADA
18 25 4

_-
-9NEW HAMPSHIRE

2 0 0 82NEW JERSEY
117 0 0 _9NEW MEXICO
--- -- - -3NEW YORK
786 -75 138 56NORTH CAROLINA W 656 2.643 444NORTH DAKOTA
-14 - 44OHIO
575 317 195 695OKLAHOMA

112 39 0OREGON _96
-11 6 --7 0PENNSYLVANIA
861 536 326 37PUERTO RICO_
128 41 21 39RHODE ISLAND
-37 - 9 -SOUTH CAROLINA
229 136 143 101SOUTH_DAKOTA 404 0 9 3TENNESSEE
135 , -- -TEXAS
554 54 197 1.222Km_
39 25 20 2VERMONT-
15 -0 5 iVIRGINIA

526 55 66 0WASHINGTON
75 - - 75WEST VIRGINIA

117 109 30 63WISCONSIN
- , - -WYOMING
1 2 0 13AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -GUAM
-7 - -

.f.NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - -TRUST_TERRITORIES -
7!. -V,RGIN ISLANDS

-_-, - 7BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
0 0 0

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS
9;681 4.996 5.644 4,507

59 STATES, D.C. * P.R. 9;681 4,996 5.644 4.507

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E;42
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Table EB1

NumBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEAR; OLD RECEiviNG RELATED SERVICES
DOING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

DEAF-BLIND

-SOKOL SPEECH/
PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL_WORK OCCUPATIONAL LANGUAGE AuDIOLOGICAL RECREATIONAL DIAGNOSTIC

STATE SERVICES SERVICES THERAPY PATHOLOGY SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES
PHYSICAL
THERAPY

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICuT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAti
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOMA
KANSAs__
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND _

MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEw IERSEY
NEw mEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTAMO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO_RIC01
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOuTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
uTAH-
vERK: _
VIRG N.A
wAsHicGTON
PLEST_IIRCINIA
wIst,OASIN
wrom7NG
AmERICAN SAMOA
GuAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRuST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. It INSULAR AREAS

59 STATES, D.C. k P.R.

22
0
10
7

9;
1

II
9

23
9
-
0
3
e
9
4

_3
87
_I
27
0
0
9
0
9
II
0
0
-
_1
10
02
11
10
-
15
9

29
9
1

2
9
-
12
9
e
a
15
6
-

24
-
-
-
-
,
9

522

522

0
0

-2
138
-
00
1
_0
32
-0
11
-
-0
16

1

9
2
5

05
1

4
132

e
e
9

84
0
-
a
9
1
-

04
10
11
-
43

0
3

al
0
0
e
,
12
2
e
a
-
9
-

29
-
-

e

863

863

6
0
3
II

-
73
_1
20
32
9
2
7
0
8
9
13
a
1

19
1

49
0
9
a
2

167
1

-
9
4
6

122
A
14
9
-
e
0
12
77
3
1

7
_4
50
29

e
0
9

17
7.

1

-
-
-
_
"
0

763

763

7
4

34
20
-
e

_-_e

24
24
24
6
3

-0
23
0

30
1
70
61

1
5
0
5
,
1

92
3
-
4

_3
15
68
122
22
-
_-
14
9
3

61
4
2
5

_3
53
24

1
15
9
1

-
4
-

9

863

863

_4
12
-9
11

7.

ae
1

_5
19

0
5
0
e

23
9
5
a
5
4i

20
e
0

45
0

102
9
7
15
9
0
6

136
20
4

39
9
I

..
iI

II-
22
19
1
9
0

21

7
3
-
-
-
_
,
0

436

636

41
A
5
7

7.

7
1
a
9
-
I
e
e
0
0
-
3
1

9
0

51
132

9
7-

9
0
9
7
9

A
15

0
45
18
-
-
7
10

40
28-
9
0

3
78
2

0
e
1

7
1

-
-
7
-
,_.

e

526

526

.7

2
4
9
-
65

1
2

23
8
0
4

-9
31
0

67
_3
53
14
_1

27
132

0
45

e
28
0
9
0
0
2
9

23
10

7
_-
13
9

-9
57
-
e
0
3
4

23
0
8
0
9
7
2
-
-
7
-
".

0

685

685

10
7

13
3
7.

73
_1
le
2
16
2
5

_e
15
e
13
8

29
e
1

39
e
9
0
e

69
2

7.

e
I
e

74
_0
12
2

_-
22
:0
46
55
2
e
3

_1
47
35
0
e

15
18
7
3
-
-
-

e

638

e36

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1966.
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Table EBI
NuMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 3 21 YEARS-OLD RECCivING RELATED SERVICES

DURING LI!. 1964-85 SCHOOL TE/h

DEAF-BLIND

SCHOOL
TRANSPORTATION AEALTM

SERVIUS SERVICES

ALABAMA i 40
ALASKA 12 13
ARIZONA 6 5
ARKANSAS-- 5 8
CALIFORNIA - -
COLORADO 15 80
CONNECTICUT 2 e
DELAWARE __ 5 0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 24 24
FLORIDA 23 16
GEORGIA 7 9
HAWAII 16 9
IDAHO- AI II
ILLINOIS 41 5
INDIANA -II 9
IOWA 150 49
KANSAS-- 19 8
KENTUCKY_ -9 9
LOUISIANA 27 25MAME--

1 _1
MARYLAND 57 08
MASSACHUSETTS 132 132
MICHIGAN _0 0
MINNESOTA- 45 0MIWSSIPPI --6 8
MISSOURI 196 98
MONTANA- 2! 0
NEBRASKA - -

WUNSELING
SERVICES

OTHERI
RELATED

SERVICES_

6
0
1

2

7
e
0
1

e
16
0
0
0
2

0
0

55
0

7287

0
4

21
6
1

7
e

46
e _e
0 82
0 4
4 0
2 5I
2 e

132 0
0 0
e ....

e _O
0 65
0 e
7 -NEVADA-

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
MCW HEX I CO
MEW-YORK--
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-RICO-
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA

e
2

15
--
57
22

1

-
36
-9
38
44
6

_9

e
1
9
-

748
16
-
-

36
e
e
1

-
53

e
0
e
-
12
0

7
--
21

0
6
9
0

54

0
928

a
e
4

A
12
-
9
0
2

38
,
eSOUTH-DAKOTA 3;921 e 0 1

TENNESSEE 9
TEXAS 79 19 7 aeUTAH- 19 20 1 eVERMONT_ 1 0 0 1VIRGINIA 26 3 1 0WASHINGTON 9 - - eWEST-VIRGINIA '16 18 0 0
WISCONSIN - 7 - ,WYOMING 2 36 19 2A,WERICAN SAMOA - - -GUAm - - - -OPATHERM MARIANA.: - - -7RUST TERRITOMIL3 - - -
VIRGIII-ISLANU,. 7 - -tUR. OF !POI; , AFFWS' 37 145 ,9-2 e

U.S. a IL-U,AR AR:AS 4 keI2 1,675 392 8.585

4 :OATES. C.C. a r 4 4205, 1,536 366 8,585

6A7A AS OF OGTOOER , 1686.
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Ta ble EC I

NumaER Of CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD_SERVED_IN_DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCNOOL YEAR 1984-1985

STATE

ALL CONOITIONS

REGULAR
CLASS

RESOURCE
ROOM

SEPARATE
CLASS

_puBLIC_
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

NUMBER

_PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC
-SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY

PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOME8OUNO/
-HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAmA 61.948 - 24.933 96 - - -- -- --
ALASKA- 4.673 -3.645 2.191 355 _3t --4 -10 -23 -10
ARIZONA_ __ 198 44;222 4;777 170 865 367 282 197 489
ARKANSAS 12.871 29,655 5.859 323 1.511 595 68 124 166
CALIFORNIA 109.215 139.479 112.6413 - 3.223 - - 526 ---
COLORADO __ 11;433 22;814 _8,552 1;889 _14 440 319 _0 664
CONNECTICUT 32.565 9891 14.367 2722 3.077 373 1842 934 -
DELAWARE 3.283 5.663 2.807 1.672 -46 96 41 233 296
DISTRICT OF COLUm0;4 _1;941 _2;951 _1;204 __ 947 543 -25 184 9 9
FLORIDA 55;f78 48;543 47;016 11;338 971 1.137 697 0 1;991
GEORGIA 46 79.634 19.463 1.999 11 1.124 69 28 205
HAWAII 4923 4535 3103 199 -26 156 42 45 26
IDAHO 0;525 _6;689 _3;336 _ _13 127 276 42 _25 _O
ILLINOIS 70.831 79.264 60.320 15.222 4.795 849 1.439 656 967
INDIANA 41.350 28.819 26.911 4.659 0 1.223 30 0 -42
IOWA 11;787 23,280 18;471 - e 579 - - 3.195
KANSAS 13,583 16.016 -8.254 200 1.049 911 94 695 402
KENTUCKY- 22.580 36.117 12,191 2.874 124 531 46 70 721
LOUISIANA 26;779 14;553 31;348 3944 21018 2269 __-_- 140 328
mA1NE 3576 13;616 _4;786 1;953 3;009 _ 391 431 06 555
mARYLAND 5.785 49.094 22,062 9.792 1.220 1.266 262 391 660
mASSACHUSETTS 10949 88,373 24;529 2,596 3,729 075 736 112 941
miCHICAN 95;008 31;423 29;597 3;974 1;140 1.479 0 lea 0
MINNESOTA- 10.096 50.874 11,305 9.494 --- 387 - 19 1.677
MISSISSIPPI 12.059 26.337 11.789 916 792 779 146 -53 182
MISSOURI _3;343 77;639 20;445 2481 2.695 tea _0 247 612
MONTANA 14.299 2.862 2.042 201 9 171 55 0 210
NEBRASKA 5.011 22.118 2.345 -12 a 216 266 126 173
NEVADk 3816 7;290 1820 704 _19 =2 __O 4 185
NEw HAMPSHIRE 9;773 2683 1;918 _21 724 _23 290 __7 123
NEW 4ERSEY 62.099 31.668 46.833 4.786 16.466 1.777 180 386 761
NEW MEXICO 15593 =e;e7a _5.395 191 28 392 2 -61 -29
NEw-YORK 28;939 04;529 118;992 21;595 12,726 1;610 5.391 1.784 1;405
NORTH CAROLINA 28.869 60.697 15.937 2.976 269 1.072 453 335 774
NORTH DAKOTA -9.963 - 2.066 309 - a 41 1 239
OHIO 71;251 43;959 58;399 4612 11437 9;982 __9 523 1;906
OKLANOMA 19.811 32157 9;854 441 281 1350 181 7 1;502
OREGON 29.269 -9.862 -4.146 1.795 426 438 422 - 863
PENNSYLVANIA 79793 33537 89807 7843 9.548 322 570 1.554 688
PUERTO-R1C0 1;717 15;840 9.215 1;170 520 127 _83 _O 3;767
RHODE ISLAND 9,746 2.064 4;635 166 533 66 154 43 136
SOUTH CAROLINA 22.442 33.299 14.266 1.516 521 1,991 -53 172 226
SOUTH_DAKOTA __ 885 10;3414 __ 735 19 174 _ 166 315 _9 -55
TENNESSEE 31.752 45.474 15.150 2;942 660 1;193 50 15 1.721
TEXAS 6,483 241.030 29.112 13.170 1.997 970 364 514 2.213
UTAK__ 15;187 isola celi 2.742 198 ea ___1 152 510
vERMONT- 5;177 2;680 _1;642 09 259 _8 117 0 227
viRGINIA-- 1,532 64.865 29.327 3.739 933 1,595 939 318 129
WASHINGTON 17,551 34,759 14.351 --- 929 769 9 999 252
WEST VIRGINIA 20,331 14.025 7.422 920 23 419 11 48 29
WISCONSIN 21.835 39.299 19.730 829 32 716 1 70 185
WYOMING 5.908 3.294 1.390 198 12 111 83 34 la
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 116 _9 _65 0 9 0 0 9
GUAM 400 397 922 166 0 9 1 0 a
Norameee-mARIANAe - - - - - - - - -
TRUST_TERPITORIES - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - - - - ,
OuR. OF INMAN AFFAIRS 3 272 1.564 326 0 0 3 171 0 9

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 1;161.157 1.807.451 1.032,298 150.955 96,471 41.312 16;972 19;951 32.565

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 1.157,477 1,895.374 1.031.041 159.724 90,471 41.309 16.800 10.951 32.557

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 196e.
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Table ECI

PtRCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - 21-yEARS OLD SERVED IN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL yEAR 1984-1985

ALL CONDITIONS
4 PERCENT

STA7t
REGULAR RESOoRCE
CLASS *00m

PUBLIC
----SEPARATE

SEPARATE SCHOOL_
CLASS FACILITY

PRIVATE
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL_
FI,CILITY

PUBLIC
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAmA 71.22 28.67 0.41 -- - - : - -ALASKA_ 42.08 33.2; 20.01 3.24 8.28 9.84 0.16 0.2t 0.09ARIZONA_ 10.30 85.91 9.28 0.35 1.611 9.71 0.55 e.21 0.93ARKANSAS 25.14 5793 14.45 0.63 2 33 1.16 8.13 8.24 036CAL-WORN/A 25.9 38.21 38.85 0.48 _- -- 0.14 _COLORADO_ 74 4v. 49.47 16.54 4.1; 6.i,3 0.95 0:87 0.00 1.44CONNECTI--ou'l -' 51 15.04 24.84 4.14 4.Pr 0.57 2.80 1.42 _ _-DELAWARE ,: 37 40.31 19.98 11.90 9.3., e..7.21 8.29 1.66 1.47DISTRICT CF CO .,0010. 1,W ,,11 39.91 16.23 11.46 7.74 9 7-' 2.49 0.00 0.00FLORIDA 51.28 .29.02 28.11 6.78 6.10 ,'.88 0,42 0:00 1.44GEORGIA 4.72 7T.05 10:03 1 05 0 01 1.09 0.07 0.03 0.28HAWAII 17.09 35.90 23.95 1.54 0:22 8.43 0.32 65.35 e.2eIDAHO__ 30.31 39.27 19.59 0.90 0 75 1.62 025 0.15 0.00ILLINOIS 29.24 3272 20.2P 0.29 I 94 0.35 0.59 0.27 0.40INDIANA 40.13 27.97 7c.12 4:52 6.00 1.49 8.84 84e 0.0410w4_ 20.37 0.02 32.23 8.09 1.01 - 5.57KANSAS 3::93 33.82 20.01 8.46 2.54 2.21 0.23 1.61 1.17KENTUCKY 30.04 46.05 /6,16 3.52 0.16 0.71 8.86 0.09 0.9610u1Sii-::: 32.91 47.156 36-'.1 4.85 2.48 2.79 -- 0.17 0.40mAINE 13.02 49.58 1-.3:, :1.83 10.96 1.42 1.57 0.25 2.02MARYLAND 6.39 54.27 24.49 0.62 1.35 1.42 e.29 0.33 0.7314ASSACeuSETTS 6.26 60 59 10.46 1:45 2.al 0.66 0.55 e.e8 e 71mIGHIGAN `0.73 :9.42 16.24 a0 6.71 0.91 e:oo 0.09 0.00MINNESOTA 12.04 60.88 13.35 7'.22 -- 0.46 0.02 2.00MISSISSIPPI 22.77 49.75 22.25 1.73 1.33 4.47 0.28 0.10 8.34MISSOURI _1'7.09 71.72 16.64 2.29 2.49 0.73 8.00 0.23 0.57MONTANA 6'3.92 18.97 1200. 1.27 e.ee 1.ee 0.35 0.90 1.33NEBRASKA 16.55 73.96 _7.75 9.64 0.02 0.71 0.80 8.42 0.57NEVADA 27.75 53.91 13.24 5.12 0.07 0,91 0.00 0.03 0.76kEw HAmpsHIRE 02.60 17.24 12-32 0.13 4.65 0.15 1.86 0:04 0.79NEW JEPSEY 17.19 10.97 2805 2.07 11.06 1.06 0.11 8.23 0.46NEW MEXICO 53.82 23.69 19.15 0.36 0.1e 1.39 0.01 e.22 0.07raw TORK 10.0a 32.94 41.46 7.53 4.43 0.56 1:88 0:62 0.49NORTH CAROLINA 24.04 57.13 13.27 2.48 8.22 1.56 0.38 8.28 0:64NORTH DAKOTA 77.22 -- 17.02 2.63 - 0.05 0.35 8.89 2.04OHIO 35.42 21.85 29.03 2.29 5.69 4.51 e.ee 0.26 8.95OKLAHOmA 30.21 49:03 15.03 0.67 0.43 2.06 0.28 0.01 2:29OREGON 61.96 78.97 .0.76 3A30 0.90 0.93 0.89 - 1.83PENNSYLVANIA 36.30 17.22 35.64 4.93 4.99 9.17 0.29 0.80 0.46PUERTO RICO _5.29 48:82 28.40 3.63 1.6e 8.:9 0.26 e.130 11.64RHODE ISLAND- 55.55 11.77 26.42 0.95 3.04 0.38 0.88 e 25 8.78SOUTH CAROLINA 30.57 45.24 19.43 2.07 0.71 1:36 0.07 0.23 9.31SOUTH DAKOTA _6.151 81.74 _5.79 9.86 4.37 1.31 2.48 0:00 0.43TENNESSEE 32.06 45.92 15.30 2.97 4.17 1 29 0.05 0.09 1.74TEXAS -2.20 81.74 9.87 4.47 9.34 2 3 0.12 8.17 0.75UTAH 36,74 43.95 10.69 6.63 0.23 , 16 0.00 0:37 1.23VERMONT 49.83 27.72 15.15e 6.77 2.49 8.08 1.13 0.00 2.18VIRGIN3A__ -1.46 62.76 28.37 3.61 0.90 1.54 0.90 8.31 0.12wAsHINGTON 25.51 50.51 20.86 - 1.35 I.A2 9.09 0.29 0.37wEsT VIRGINIA 47.02 32:44 17.17 2.15 0.05 8.97 0.03 0.41 0:07WISCONSIN 29.63 41.11 26.77 1.42 0.04 0.97 0.00 0.09 8.25P'YOMING 49.31 32.43 13.77 1.95 0.12 109 082 0.33 0.18AMERICAN SAMOA 4 04 50.59 4.55 32.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00GUAM-- 21.12 20.96 Ae.oe 9.76 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.42NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - - - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - 7 - - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - -- - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 61.32 29.31 6.11 0.00 0.00 0.08 3.2; -,70 0.0:
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 26.73 41:61 23.76 3.47 2.08 0.95 0.39 0 25 0:75

STATES. D.C. A P.R. 26.69 41.63 23.77 3.48 2.54 0.95 0.39 0.25 0.75

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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Table EC I

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD_SERvED_IN_DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCNOOL YEAR 1984-1985

LEARNING DISABLED

STATE
REGuLAR
CLASS

RESNIRcE

-
-2.590
23;502
15.376

135,849
16;114
6;555
3.392

_2,414
35,791
28,948
3,942
4.888

83,841
24,439
18;053
12.740
18,889
9.095
6;832
27.096
31.197
10,959
26.330
14,901
35,396
2.096
9.029
6;170
1,885

27,348
_2;537
74698
35,929

-
37;200
28,312
-5,887
24;881
3.437
1.759

18;279
3,870

33,377
127;947
7,525
1,964
39,370
27;991
9.881

16,94.
2,282

0
253
-
-
-

1,134

i,Ii4.748

1,113.411

SEPARATE
CLASS

PUBLIC
SEPARATE
SCHOOL

FACILITY

_NUMBER

_PRIVATE
SEPARATE PuE...ic

-SCHOOL RESICE.4T4t
FACILITY FAC

pPlvATE
.Es 5ENTIAL CORRECTION

FAOILITY

HOMEBOUND/
_HOSPITAL_
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS__
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO--
CONNECTICUT
DELAwARE
DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
mAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
10wA__
KANSAS_
KENTuCKY
LOUISIANA
mA1NE
mARYLAND
mASSACMUSETTS
MICHIGAN
mINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
mONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW mAmPPIIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW mEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NOP7H DAKOTA
0m10
OKLAMOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTM _DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
U1AK_
vERmONT-
VIRGINIA-
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
Buil. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. INSULAR AREAS

58 STATES. D.c, P.R.

25,251
2.588

_45
4;483
7,287
3,023
18;569
1.471

141'

6;948
219

2,482
Lauf
8.890

558
247

2,247
2,351
7.442

662
3,133
13.872
39,400
4.873
11,937

682
4.591
2,045
1.026
8,140

10,623
7;658

772
12,710
_4,889
21.974

0
17,659
6;996

279
8,445
i.795

332
4.438
3.405
5.597
1,742
1 642
4;959
5.997
1,715
2,271

0
179

-
-
-

1.897

298,875

298.599

1966.

821
1.152
2469

969
59,905
1;415
4.593
1.642
329

16,093
2,843
1.027

35
24,597
7,e44
3.737
1.399
2,586
19.946

757
14,562
8.656
11,439
2.184
3.626
3,827

717
962
818
843

27,263
__ 689
50,i7r
3,595

227
11805
1,504
685

29;065
338

3.658
4223

-45
5.156
15.297

922
40

12,09':
3.880
1,46
6,91/

641
_ _e
/.21

-

-
24

382.842

382,397

1

41
0
2

---
116
501
494
148
434

0
0
1

4,011
83

0
188
250
110

1,600
917
92

1,344
57
0
a
0
5
0

123
_3

4,203
12
5

185
18

269
877

5
133

192
e

157
8,783

93
5

417

1

37
CI
6
0
-

-
0

29,428

20,426

-9
23
ii

721
__0
637
-8
127
458

6
1
21

155
0

_0
82

iii
268

1,347
114

1,315
55

---
354
506

e
3
4

i58
2.961

4
505

7

-
1,697

10
22

1,852
19
63
e
le
22

446
6
57
151
le
0
0
0

9
e
-

-
0

14,224

14,224

0
0
0
-
1

I

0
1
0
0
5
0
8
3
0
0

21
3
0

--5
309
21
0
0
18
e
0
0
I

24
0
0
9
0
e

30
25
0
4
0
0
1

-0
89
0
0
12
9
e
a
6
Li

o
-

-
0

559

559

-
1

1

12
-
10
49
4

_2
40
4
9
4

13
0

-
0
i

-
26

:-1
260

0
-

19
0
3
0
10
44
14
2

117
4
0
0

:9
19
14
2

la
4
a
v--

123
0

:47

;
0
6
0
0
-

-
2

i.036

i.934

-
19
9

101
304

0
5
3

0
9
0

32
3

62
0
-

-0
29
50

o
204
40
91
17
25

144
_e
55
3

-2
78
21

501
94
3

194
5
-

118
1 0

11
36
-A
7..

:.,,.?

.13

19
54
99
12
33

I

0
0
=
-
-
0

2,920

2.920

i

1

,-

4
0

34
7
7

--
18
9
0
6
0
0

40
2
7

13
41
0

62
60

332
-0

108
11

44
0
0
0

18

101
-9
94
53
le
24
73
13
91
34
9
_8
i

36
69
20
14
_3
97

0
15
1

0
0
-
_
-
0

561

561

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I.



Tab lc ECI

PERCENT Of CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD SERVED IN DiFFERENT EDUCATiONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR i904-1985

STATE

LEAANING_DISAOLED

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLASS CLASS

_PuBLIC
SEPARATE
-SCHOOL
FACILITY

PERCENT

_PRIVATE
SEPARATE _PUBLIC
SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY

_PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOmEBOUND/
_HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALA8AmA 0768 - 2.40 0.00 -- - --ALASKA- 40.41 48.44 17:99 e.e0 0.14 0.00 0.02 0.30 0:06AR4ZONA1 0.06 0.33 9.49 6.99 9;99 9.09 9.00 0.03 e.eeARKANSAS_ 18.89 76.60 -4.04 6.01 9.05 0.09 0:05 0.42 0.i4CALIFORNIA _357 66;55 29:30 -- 9.35 i i7 - 0.19 -COLORADO- 14.61 77.90 8.84 0;56 8.98 9.99 0.05 e ee 0.03DONNECTJCUT 57.11 22.94 15.83 1.73 2.20 9:08 9.17 0.02 -DELAWARE 21;30 49:11 24.96 7.15 0.12 0.08 0.00 8.00 0.26DISTRICT or COLUMOIA 1.30 77.72 12:20 4.51 4.99 8.03 8.06 0.00 0.0eFLORICA 14.49 57.95 26.0C 9.70 9.74 9.99 0.06 e 06 e.eeGEORGIA _069 90.941 -0.31 6.00 8.62 0.66 0.81 0.96 6.62NAWAII 33.14 52.84 13.71 9.09 9.01 0.07 0.00 0.43 8.89IDA410:--- 43.20 58.06 -0.42 0.91 925 0.09 0.05 0.04 8.00WA80,15 0.08 66.21 25.51 1.65 6.16 9.21 9;91 9.98 0.00Hifi/JANA 1.74 70;11 21.94 0.20 0.00 8.01 0.80 0:00 0.01I_PwA___ 1.12 01.00 16.95 - 9.60 8.99 -- - 0;03..04MAS_ 13.63 77.30 -8.49 0.09 9.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0eFri:Warr 141;67 7687 41.30 6.05 0.09 9.19 0:00 0.13 0.19LiJWSIANA 20.04 24.55 53;63 8:67 4.12 4.01 0.13 8.886.95 69.60 7.7i 1.12 13:72 6.00 0.26 e.ee 0.03%;ARYLAND 6.78 57.93 31.13 3.42 0.24 0.01 0.90 0.44 0.13mASSACHUSETTS _0.26 66:52 1048 4.96 2.66 0.66 6.55 9A9 0.71MICHIGAN_ 63.46 17.67 18.43 0;15 0.09 9.93 e.ee 0.15 e.eeMINNESOTA_ 12.75 77.29 5.96 3.07 - 9:80 1 1 - 0.05 0.29MISSISSIPPI 57.63 23.42 17.32 6.27 1.69 0.99 0.09 9.12 0.05MISSOURI 1.66 87.in 9:42 9.00 4.25 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.14MONTANA_ 61.90 20.2A 9.67 0.11 9:00 0.88 0.04 0.0e 0.e0HiORASKA 16;91 74.66 7.95 9.09 0.02 0.00 8.00 0.45 0.00NEVADA 13.11 76.66 7;87 .06 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.94 8.00NEW HAMPSHIRE 67.61 29.76 9.29 9.00 1:74 6.04 0.48 0.02 8.10NEW JERSEY 15.36 39.94 39.78 0.10 4.32 0.03 0.82 0.11 8.19NEW MEXICO 69.03 22;67 _783 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.02 8:19 0.00NEW_YORK_ --- 0.59 56.99 38.26 3;21 8.39 0.08 6.99 9.38 9.87NORTH CAROLINA 24.25 66.55 6.86 0.92 0.01 8:82 0.00 0.1e 0.10NORTN DAKOTA 95.23 - -4.42 0.19 - 0.00 0.00 8.06 0.19OHIO 36.68 50.92 16.16 6;23 2.32 8.011 8.80 0.27 0:03MAMMA 10.00 94.16 5.38 0.04 9.04 9.14 0.00 0.02 0.26OREGON 71:69 23:95 -2.79 1.09 0.09 9.10 0:88 -- 8.05PENNSYLVANIA 19.05 30.58 46;32 1.95 2.87 0.80 0.02 0.16 0.14K1E1410_0103_ -0.76 83.48 8.21 0.12 046 9.16 0.05 e.0e 0.83RHODE -ISLAND 56.55 45.44 26.83 0.29 0.55 0.00 816 0.16 0.08SOUTH CAROLINA 7.34 74:77 17.27 0.42 9.00 0.80 0.02 0:15 003SOUTH_DAKOTA 6.17 90.20 1.11 9.09 9.25 0.02 0.15 0.00 8.02TENNESSEE 10.28 77.19 11.92 0.38 0.05 0:00 0.0' 6.12 6.65TEXAS 2.20 62.05 9.91 4.34 0.29 0.04 cell 0.24 0.04UTAH_ _ 38.62 53.99 6.36 8.64 0.04 8.00 0.00 0.21 0.14VERMONT 45.46 91.28 1.94 8.13 1.49 9;96 9.21 8.00 e.37VIRGINIA _1.46 69.19 27.52 0.95 0.34 0.03 9.47 9.12 0.01WASHINMA- 13.42 79.50 10.52 - 0.03 8.00 8.00 9.27 0:26WEST_ViRGNIA 34.95 56.42 9.55 9.01 9.88 0.90 0.00 0.07 0.00WiSCOHS;t1: _9:70 83.87 30.07 0.12 0.00 9.00 0.00 0.41 0.05WYOMINZ 43.40 43.61 12.25 0.50 0.00 8.00 0.11 0.02 0.02AMERIC;44 smah. -- - _- -- - -20.98 29.66 49.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.80 0.00 0.80NORTHERN-MARIANAS
._r - - - - - - - -TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - -VIRGIN ISLANDS _
- - - - - _ - -- -OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 62.05 37.16 8:79 9.88 0.66 6.68 9.67 9.00 8.80

U.S. k INSULAR AREA% 16.26 60.68 20.64 i.i1 0.77 003 0.06 0.16 6.68
50 STATES. D.C. I P.R. 16.16 60.71 20;86 1.i1 0.78 0.03 0.06 0.16 8.09

DATA AS OF OCTOOER I. 1906.



Table EC1

NumBER

STATE

OF CoILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD_SERVED_IN_DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

SPEECHAMPAIRED
4--HUMBER

-PUBLIC- -PRiVATE
SEPARATE SEPARATE _PUBLIC

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE SCHOOL SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL
CLASS- ROOM CLASS FACILITY FACILITY FACILITY

PRivATE
RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY
C.-ORRECTION
FACILiTY

HOMEBOUND/
-HOSPITAL
ENV;ROHMENT

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFoRNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF OOLUMOIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAwAii
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INNANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE--
mARYLAND
mASSACHUSETTS
m401104/I
u:NNESOTA-
Y;SSISSIPPI
q4ST4/ulti
evi!kmA
AZ8,'.ftSKA

mee.4ci.
4Ew mAmPsmiRE
NEI, JERSEY
KR mf._X_ICO
x,-.6-vORK

AT41 CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTAWO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO-
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UJANii
vERmONT-
VIRGINIA__
wASmINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOmING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRusT-TERRiTORIES
viRGIN-ISLANDS
BUR: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. 4 INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R.

19192
1.853

-66
-6.793
85855
5.885
10.681
1.292
_1;549
44.651

164
2.181
2.508
00.521
40500
10.557
18.673
17;141
18;129
2.862
2.222
2.523
39.434
3.487

__II
509

4.738
1;539
2;895
1.888
48;749
_8;243
24.004
11.775
_3;550
47.908
19.362
_7.979
59.787

177
_2.891
18.238

499
25375
1;593
4.891
2.438
__ 707
11.485
12.889
17.805
2.998

-9
132
-
-
-

1,259

731.345

729,963

-
_ 070
9.991
2.504
1.290
1.819
490
466
78

-4.984
24.179

_ _21
1.261
8.133

_0
14
566

.872
-98

1.933
19292
20.328
-2.597
13.142
15.938
30.558

157
.788
232
389

_ 11

1.239
3.058
14992

-
0

118
2;659
2.540

457
84

1.879
5.072
_5.006
56.319
3.853

123
28.740

329
198
_e
288
-9
27
7
-
,
8

297,130

297.129

161
_ 291
1.125
_ lie
4.655
364

1.656
_7
185

1.028
106
175
094

4.665
0

542
146

_ 402
3.364

719
3106
5.840
420
637

_ 856
1.207
137
723
130
507

1.437
1.828
5.887
182
215

e
148
302

4.170
249
86
42

111
353

8;738
-38
336
524
38
152

0
59A
35
-
-

8

55.322

55,287

_I
223

0
1

_-

334
64
3
0

95
45
0

-1
801
347
-

:ie
256
110
104
533
598
-48

1.957
318

0
8
_0

111
1 0

37
13

1.197
19
10
0

_47
121
329
36
I
4

_is

129
2.952

42
18
4
-
3
$

12
3
9
-

0

19,911

18,908

_7
21
242
45
59
1O

917
_9
94
0
2
:6
24
29
_0
-9

453
_9
14

1.057
199
059
837
-

147
504
9
0
9

1 -49
9,973

18
2.112

67
-

9.463
41
2
0
0
_5
34
3
_9

323
19
85
9

92
9
0
1

8
9
-
-
,
9

27,715

2" '15

-
0
6
9
7
0
8
8
9
8
0

4
1
9
9
_e
77
0
9
3

201

8
9
8
e
e
e
9
2
e
8
2
e
9
e
14
9
9
0
0
1
e
2
0
8
3
9
8
9
1

8
9
_
-
7.

0

313

313

r
8
9
4
-

-1
22
9
9
5
1

9
8
14
9
-
.0

9
-
9
0

179

-r

1

0
0
eA
36

1i
12
e
e
0
e
i

0
0
0
i
2
0

15
0
1

e
e
0
e
6
0
e
-
-
-
0

293

293

-
0
8
9

113
0
2
9
9
8
9
6
9
1

9
-
0
9
1

_9
13
26

2
2
4
0
e
e
_0

22
17

24
28
e

14
e
-
0
0
0
5
0
6
0
0
e
e
0
e
2
e
0
e
-
-
-
i

295

295

-
0
_8
68
--
11
-i
0
9
e
8
e
8
9

2.957
81
2

:ie
122
48

210

14
e

19
0
9

-0
89
21
10
28
73

154
_e

1.054
23
_0
31

1

j

_5

22
15
17

157
8
5
e
e
1
8
e
-
-
-
8

5,232

5,232

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1286.

E-49



Table EC1

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - 2I_TEARS OLD SEMI:LIN:DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1904-1005

EtIv17,0i4ME41 S

STATE

SPEECH IMPAIRED

REGULAR
MASS

RESO1RC0
_NO014

SEPARATE
CLASS

Po0LIC
SEPARATE
-SCHOOL
FACILITY

PERCENT

:PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC_ PRIVATE_
ScHOOL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
rAciory FACILITY FACIL1Ty

L_-__ _ -
CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
HOSPITAL

ENVIRONHFHT
ALABAMA 99.08

_

-- 0.93 6.01 -- - -ALASKA 66.60 2191 052 7.29 .PA 0.06 0.06 0.06 9.90ARIZONA- 0.75 67.24 0.02 0.60 2;11 :00 8.80 0.07 0700ARKANSAS_ 70.66 26.74 1.21 0.01 .47 0.00 0.00 V00 0.71CALIFORNIA 93.35 _140 566 -- .011 -.. 042 _COLORADO-- 70.54 20.30 4.50 4.23 0.13 0.99 0:01 0:90 0.14CONNECTACUT 79.79 -3.60 6.36 9.52 7.26 0.08 9.17 0:02 --DELAWARE 7271 26;22 .39 0.11 .51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0:00DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 88.73 4.37 3.64 GM 526 0.88 0:08 8.08 0.08FLORIDA 68.03 9.70 2.01 0.17 COO .04 0:01 0:08 0.613GEOPIIA _067 94.69 0.44 0.10 .01 0.00 0.09 0.00 9.00MANO.1 01.75 _0.611 _736 0;00 0.00 .00 0.09 0407 9.00IDANOL-- 55.81 26.43 15.641 0.02 053 COS 0:06 0.00 0.08ILLINOIS 03.62 6.47 6.72 1.11 0.04 0.09 0:92 990 9.01INDIANA 09.15 0:60 41.4111 0.85 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0;90IOWA-- 74.71 6.52 3.64 - 9.90 9.00 - :._ 20.93KANSAS__ 09.43 -4.74 1.22 0.00 3.08 9.05 9:06 0.00 0.68KENTUCKY 6901 2767 -1.94 1.03 0.04 0.31 9.e8 0.00 0.01LOUISIANA 03.41 0.44 15:57 051 0.00 0.08 -- 0.e8 e.00MAINE_ 40.53 29.21 10.07 1.57 15.97 0:00 0.09 0.00 1.84HARTLAND 6:71 76:10 12.27 2.10 0.43 0.01 0.09 9;95 9.18MASSACHUSETTS _0.26 66:51 18;46 1.96 2.01 0.66 0.56 0.09 0:71MICHIGAN- 91.00 -5.99 0.07 0:11 1.03 9:09 9.90 9.90 6.0eMINNESOTA- 10.04 60.36 3.31 10.10 - 0.00 - 0.91 0.97MISSISSIPPI CO9 92;30 493 1.64 0.85 0.90 9.01 9.91 9:90MISSOURI -1.55 93.19 3:80 41;00 1;54 0.00 0.00 8.01 0.03NONTANA_ 90.07 -3.18 0.75 0.05 0:90 0:99 0:00 9.00 0.00NEBRASKA 17;1111 75.61 7.99 0.00 0.00 9.00 9.06 9.90 0.80NEvADA 65.07 _7.32 _4:to 3.56 0.00 0.813 8.80 8.es 0.0eNEW NAHRSHIRE 63.70 12.97 17.31 0.09 1.67 006 1:23 9.90 3.04NEW 4ERSEY 06.92 -0.00 2.39 0.00 16.55 0.90 9:99 9:04 8.03NEW MEXICO 73.07 14.50 1201 0.15 0.19 0.es 0.00 9.06 0:90NEW-YORK---- 86.15 6.40 16.10 3.29 5.91 9.90 0.03 0.07 0.08WORTH CAROtiNA 43.53 55.09 0.87 0.07 0.25 9.91 9.60 0.10 0.27NORTH_DAKOTA 90:35 - 5.47 0.25 -- 0.00 9.00 GAO 3.92OHIO-- 03.22 0.06 0.00 0.09 16.75 9.00 0.90 8.02 OMOKLAHOMA 03.75 6.60 .72 9.23 9.29 9:90 0.00 8.80 5.19ORECom 7149 23.82 3.24 1.98 0.92 9.13 0.01 .. 0.21PENNSYLVANIA 09.44 _3A31 6215 0.49 9.09 0.00 0.00 8.90 0.00puERTO_RICO- 10.59 46.06 26.16 3:99 990 Lee 0.00 e.ee 3.20'WOE _ISLAND 05.51 2.11 2.18 0.06 9.17 9.09 9:00 r 90 0.03SOUTH CAROLINA 00;31 _928 0.21 0.92 0.17 0.00 6.00 0.00SOUTH-DAKOTA 7.29 92.49 0;92 0;09 0.05 0.02 0.04 ,..9 e.esTENNESSEE 67.63 10.46 1.22 6.42 9.03 9;90 0.00 0.bz 0.08TEXAS _221 02.97 9.93 4.35 9.40 0.0e 0:02 0.94 0.02UTAM- 54.98 43:65 0:43 9.50 9.23 0.00 0.00 0.40 0:20vERmoNT_ 77.74 3.92 10.71 0.51 262 0:00 0.03 0.00 5 elv1RGINIA 12.38 95.05 1.75 9.01 0.00 COT 0;90 0 62 0.00WASHINGTON 96.12 275 0:32 -- 0.77 0.00 0.00 GAO 004WEST-VIRGINIA 97.09 0.63 1.16 0.02 0.80 0.09 0.90 Coe 0:00WISCONSIN 99.99 6.90 0.06 COS 9.60 0.00 0.90 0.01 0.00WYCAINC 65:28 11:71 2.46 -0.49 9.84 0.94 909 000 0.04AMERICAN SAWA 0.00 _0.00 0:90 100.09 0.00 0.90 0.80 e.ee 0:09Cum
NoRTNERN MARAANAS

68.04
-

13.92
-

10.94
-

9.99
-

8:00 000 0.0e 0,00 0.00
TRUST TERRITORIES -, - - - - -
vIRGIN_ISLANDS - - - - , _ _- -BuR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 100.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0:90 0.00 0,00 0.0;
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 64.80 20.33 4.90 0;97 2.46 0.03 0.03 0,03 0.46
59 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 6476 28.30 4.91 0.97 2.46 0.03 0:03 8:83 0.46

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1. 1900.

E=50



mble ECI

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS-OLD SERVED_IN_DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

MENTALLY RETARDED
UMBER

STATE
REGULAR RESOURCE
CLASS- ROOM

SEPARATE
CLASS

-PUBLIC-
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL
FACILITY

-PRIVATE
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

PUBLIC_
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

PRIVATE_
RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY
CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
-HOSPITAL__
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAMA 12.542 - 21;472 _8 t _ - - -

ALASKA_ 30 127 237 32 1 3 :0 0 1

ARiZONA -0 ..782 558 --8 212 _1 10 2 e

ARKANSAS 953 .898 4075 173 1,098 398 16 20 26

CALIFORNIA 850 550 25;480 - 220 - - le -

COLoRADO 60 1.051 2.896 683 __ii 137 __8 e 53

CONNECTICUT 198 833 3,83i 781 163 243 112 2

DELAWARE 36 676 391 650 5 e 8 5 IT

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 349 451 162 176 -9 -27 0 e

FLORmA
_O
-0 770 17,142 7.246 42 -82 106 0 0

GEORGIA 124 11.169 13.303 782 _2 451 30 1 19

HAWKII 20 297 1,017 55 12 41 0 5 0

IDAHO 18 396 2,312 --1 -15 --0 0 _6 _0

ILLINOIS 310 2;143 22138 5076 1,918 136 828 24 24

INDIANA 15 2;757 18;794 2.965 9 355 2 e 17

IOWA 59 2.743 9,217 - --0 176 -- , 55

KANSAS -35 633 4,846 200 2150 121 52 0 23

KENTuCKY_ 998 i0;7813 7;417 1;090 _28 150 4 t1 90

LOUISIANA 531 3.776 3.791 2.832 1,091 age -- 44 0

MAINE-- 8 2,677 1,292 213 351 114 22 _e 2

MARYLAND 138 808 2;804 3178 250 125 23 26 20

MASSACHUSETTS 2,326 18;735 5;197 559 79i 185 156 24 200

U!cHJGANI 2,522 11,178 8,995 1,011 70 169 0 29 0

MINNESOTA 253 4...'_ 7,232 3209, - 162 - _0 226

MISSI5SIP4i __) 5.e_13 6.575 384 121 330 52 22 67

M1SSouRI 180 5.994 11.151 2,265 346 271 0 47 _48

MONTANA 195 280 835 80 0 _4 _2 0 143

NEBRASKA. 815 3.604 372 _12 1 58 217 19 e

NEvAuA 355 145 398 6 0 -ti 0 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE
_24
577 140 223 1_4 189 ___3 38 _e _2

NEW JERSEY 167 _ 432 8837 1;776 630 1;220 35 19 36

NEW MEXICO 199 1.023 1.424 34 -0 86 0 --4 -2

NEW YORK 54 2,475 19.785 7,658 1,826 824 397 257 148

NORTm CAROLINA 1,743 13.905 8213 2,001 101 155 78 58 85

NORTm DAKOTA 196 - 1.449 123 -- -0 12 0 25

0m10 912 5.907 37.908 289 187 0,471 e 287 22

OKLANOmA --0 5.201 6,193 _06 _33 499 _e 2 50

OREGON 833 _ 305 1,624 _ 650 142 143 142 - 33

PENNSYLVANIA 327 3.201 25,997 4,601 2,496 210 56 263 188

PUERTo RICO 85w 11.001 6.493 874 200 35 48 0 778

Ftw.:JE ISLAND _15 _ _29 _ 931 t 238 39 19 5 1

SOuTm CAROLINA 1.076 9.229 7.020 1,042 454 536 -4 52 134

SOUTH DAKOTA 10 1.043 457 -10 114 128 70 e _2

UNNESiEE 350 7.253 7;879 923 457 294 13 7 22

TEXAS 638 23;061 2;882 1,255 83 171 en 33 864

UTAH 265 726 1,810 689 12 i _0 0 19

VERMONT 611 558 1,062 __6 88 _1 ta _0 32

VIRGINIA _63 2,143 11;041 1;849 78 136 66 41 -7

wASmiNGToN 374 2,793 8,916 - 234 115 0 27 36

WEST-VIRGINIA 737 3,543 4.797 802 9 144 2 1 8

WISCONSIN 509 3,484 7.392 631 7 327 e e 6

WYOMING 49 170 368 73 3 75 11 2 2

AMERICAN SAMOA -8 116 --8 42 0 0 0 0 0

GUAM 58 100 376 71 0 0 1 0 0

NORTHERN MARIANAS 77 n 7 - - - - - -

TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - -

VIRGIN-ISLANDS = - - ., , - _7 7
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 36 216 178 _0 e 0 72 e 07

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 33,712 202,615 368.107 58.282 14.755 17.724 2.815 1,361 3.530

50 STATES. D C & P.R. 33.610 2(2.183 367.553 58.169 14,755 17.724 2.742 i,361 3.530

DATA AS oF OCT0BER 1. 1988.



Table ECI

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - 21-YEARS OLD SERVED oN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENv;RoNmENTs
DURING SCHOOL yEAR 1984-1985

mENTALLY RETARDED _

STATE
REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLASS ROOm cLAss

PU0LIC
SEPARATE
SCROOL_
FACILITY

PRIvATE
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL_
FACILITY

PERCENT

PUBLIC
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

pRivATE
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

CORRECTION
FACILITY

-+

HomEBOuND/
HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAmA 30.88 8311 0.02 _... -- - - -ALASKA_ 6.96 29.4; 54.99 7.42 0.23 8.70 8.00 8.80 0.23ARIZONA 9.00 85.93 10.03 111.08 3.01 111.02 0.18 8.04 0.00ARKANSAS 6.50 53.25 2019 1.20 7.59 2.75 8.11 8.14 0:18CALIFORNIA 3.18 2.03 1,1.94 - 8.81 - - 0.88COLORADO 1.23 21.50 -4.25 13.97 8.88 2.00 8.18 0.00 I.88CONNECTicuT 3.83 1226 50.71 15.13 3.18 4.71 2 17 0.04DELAWARE 2.02 30.80 21.92 36.43 0.28 !Lee 8.45 0.28 0.62DISTRICT OF COLum8I4 .80 25.40 32.82 26.35 12.61 C C6 1.97 0.00 0.00FLORIDA 0.80 _303 07.52 28.54 0.17 4.32 0.42 0.80 SAI0GEORGIA .47 43.10 51.45 295 0.01 4.74 0.12 8.00 8.07HAWAII 1.38 24.53 78.28 3.80 0.83 2:03 0.08 0.35 0.00IDAHO- 9.38 14.55 07.25 1.84 8.57 0.00 0.00 8.23 0.00ILLINOIS 0.9e _4.57 87:90 15.57 5.88 8.42 2.54 8.07 0:07INDIANA 0.87 12.84 73.32 12.94 0:00 1.55 0.01 9.90 0.0710wA 48 22.39 75.24 - 0.80 1.44 - _-- 0.45KANSAS .57 1026 78:54 3.24 4.21 1.98 0.84 8.00 0.37KENTUCKY_ 4.65 52.39 30.89 5.30 814 0.73 0.02 8.05 0.44LOUISIANA 4.18 20.60 29.72 22.20 0.55 5.41 _- 0.34 8.00mAINE- .00 5731 27.04 -4.56 7.51 2.44 0.41 0:00 0.04MARYLAND__ 0.54 11.33 36.86 44:98 3.54 1.77 0.33 0.37 0.28mASSACSUSEfTS -8.26 64.52 18.45 1.95 2.01 0:86 8.55 0.09 8.71MICHIGAN le:54 46.54 57.56 -4.22 0.29 8.71 8.00 812 0.00MiNNESOTA- 1.80 29.77 4583 2034 1.83 -- 8.00 1:43MISSISSIPPI .90 48.28 52.00 3.04 8.96 2.61 0.41 8.17 8.53MiSSOURI _0:48 29.84 55.15 11.2e 1.71 1.34 0.08 0.23 0.23MONTANA 12.80 18.67 53:94 5.17 0.00 111.26 0.13 0.00 9:24NEBRASKA 15.90 78.69 0.24 8:02 1.14 4.26 8.37 0.0eNEVADA- 2.81 30.55
_7.50
15.74 42.35 8.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.11NEW HAMPSHIRE 58.35 9:60 1946. -0.35 18.49 111.28 3.32 0.00 0.17NEW JERSEy 1.52 3.94 60.80 18:27 5:75 11.14 0.32 0.17 8.33NEM MEXICO 6.04 37.04 51.56 1.2:4 9.00 3:11 0.80 111.14 0.07NEw YORK- 6.17 _1.59 00.66 24.67 5.68 1.91 1.22 079 0.45NORTH CAROLINA 6.62 52.71 31.103 7.80 8.38 8.59 0.38 0.22 0.32NORTH DAKOTA 10.06 -- 08.28 0.01 0.00 0.66 0.00 1.3904410-- 189 10.94 70.22 111.54 0.35 15.69 0:013 0.53 0.04OKLAHOMA 0.80 43.08 51.29 _0.73 0.2? 4.13 8.00 0.02 8.48OREGON 28.46 1.48 44.79 15.96 3.49 3.51 3.49 -- 0.81PENNSYLVANIA 8.90 _0.93 88.78 12.81 8.84 0.58 0.15 0.72 8.51PUERTO RICO 4.19 5425 32.02 4.31 0.99 0.17 0.24 0.08 3.84RHODE _ISLAND- 1.17 2.27 72.85 Lee 18.62 3.05 1.49 0.39 0.08501.0TH CAROLINA 5.50 47.10 35.94 5.33 2.32 2:74 0.02 8.27 8.69SoUTM DAKOTA 1.10 00.29 26.42 0.80 6.42 1.62 4.85 BAN 0.12TENNESSEE 2.88 42.67 45;18 5.43 2.69 1.73 111.08 8.04 0:13TEXAS 2.28 79.45 9.86 4.32 8:29 0.59 0.21 0.11 2.98UTAH 752 20.61 51.39 19.58 8.34 0.03 0:80 0.00 8.54VERMONT 25.76 2352 44.77 0.25 3.83 1E04 0.67 0.00 1.35VIRGINIA__ 0.43 14.65 75.50 7.i7 0:53 0.93 0.45 0.28 0.05wAsmiNcrotA 3.90 29.11 82.78 - 2.44 1:28 0.00 0.28 0.38WEST VIRGINIA 7.40 35:88 47.29 Coe 8.89 1.45 0.02 0.04 0.08WISCONSIN 4.15 27.73 88.22 5.14 0.06 2.68 0.00 0.00 0:05WYOMING 8.51 22.50 4e.ei 9.09 840 9.96 1.46 0.27 0.27AMERICAN SAMOA 4:02 69.80 -0.60 25.38 8.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00GuAM---- 9.37 16.50 82.85 11.72 8.00 8.80 0.17 0.80 0.00NORTHERNAIARIARAS - - - - - - - - -TRuST TERWORIES - - - - - - -VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -- -- - - - _ - _ _-BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 7.17 43.83 35.46 8.08 0.90 0.es 14.34 0.00 0.00

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS cee 2e.03 52.37 13.29 2.1e 2.52 0.40 0.19 0.50
50 STATES. D.C. & p.R. 4.79 20.02 52.39 0.29 2.10 2.53 e.39 A.I9 0.50

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 19136.

E-52

557



1-11) lc EC1

Num8ER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD_SERVED_IN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
WRING SCHOOL YEAR 1964-1985

STATE

EMOTIONALLY_DISTURBED
NUMBER

_PUBLIC _PRIVATE
SEPARATE SEPARATE PUBLIC PRIVATE

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE SCMOOL SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
CLASS ROOm CLASS FACILITY FACILITY FACILITY FACILITY

CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
HOSPITAL
EmvIRONmEmi

ALABAmA
ALASKA-
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORCIA
KAWAII
IDAHO__
ILLINOIS
iNDIANA
lOwA_
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
mARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
mISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
mONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
MEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
00110
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PEMNSYLVANI A
PUERTO_RICO_
(MOE -ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
Uri_m_
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON--
WEST_VIRGIXIJ
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIAMA,
TRUST_TERRITORS
VIRGIN ISLANDC
OUR. OF INDIAN ArFAIRS

u.s. a INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. k P.R.

3.1541.

35
_8

113
I 457
1915
4.519

413
6

1.572
123
-63
149

2.127
76

192
94
272
66

115
_4.513
18,373

724
-8

134
384
355
-35
839

1.653
945
465

1.184
249
179
_0

884
647
47

271
499
_39
301
439

4385
182
-81
156
397

1,318
257
AI
11
-
-
-

28

44,183

44,152

-
-57

4;261
152
484

3;137
1.67$
1,882
181

6.287
13.615

12*
_ 182
5,966

9Ve
2875
1.792

721
1.:293
1;494

545
12,167
5;828
3.140

163
4,874

133
1.576
476

_ 281
2,710

511
7;a01
2.410

-
325
255
296

2.343
N84
_32

3.)48
213

1.014
15,786
5,428

134
2.880
1.165
594

6.738
259

6
3
-
-
-

181

128.382

128,198

1,249
194
427
243

5,915
2488
3 .683

650
238

9.125
2.598

257
164

12,814
4.732
3.463
1;370

786
1.818
1;386

936
3.359
3;942

983
285

2.771
248
167
286
143

6.332
1.223

23.741
2.421

89
2.766
763
818

8,792
727
458

1.627
-75

1.809
1.955
1.180
_18

3,852
1,248
732

2416
252
-0
34
-
-
-
74

124,983

124.875

75
0

9
5

--
_37
705
289
127

2.388
759

6
__O

6,151
388
-

__O
560
343

_ 481
1,482
I 356
1510
1,702

28
et
22
0

180As
976
-15

5.435
374
29

3.897
10

245
1,213

121
__I
165
--8
179
858
398
42

1.263
--
54
40
se
2
1
-

0

32.132

32,129

-
-0
_99
123

1.836
__3
819

7

124
176

9
-3
_33

2.288
6
_e

45
21

404
19

388
544
37
7
3

e98
0
e

-0
173

3;257
9

2.313
8

--
41
_28
105

3,457
14

139
1

19
_5
57
47
_a

41137

a
11
20

1

0
6
_
-

e

17,979

17,979

-
1

_6
10
--
53
73
79
i0
83

288
-7

_18
220
159
Ile
211
41

122
176
332
119
897
sa
-e
94
2e
e
2

_45
261
66

790
458

6
338
92
91
55
0

_8
88
-16
312
101
80
_3

263
91
23
90
4
e
0
-

e

6337

6,337

--
-15
268
22
-

1 0241
17

151
217
39
42

_42
477
26
-
_e

_25
-

345
126
181

6
-

59
-9
50
49
0

184
89
e

3,786
91
8
0

_0
lee
76
-0
91
42
127
_a
40
0

32
652

0
6
1

42
e
0
-
-

__,

34

9953

9,019

_-
-4
aa
2

43
--0
918
218

0
.0

27
7

-16
508

9
__-
885
13
45
88
24
15
23
e

2
49
_0
42
I

_15
190
26

890
132

7

28
0
-

1135,

-9
27
79
0

17
90
122
A

215
73
35
35
31
e
0

-
-
e

5,985

5,985

3
0
7
_

302
-

138
0
e
3
0

-0
80
14
44
14
95
8

262
98

129
0

1,217
9

64
--4
173

0

323
--0
748
228
9

243
-35
164
393
91
12
25
14
69

592
289
10
It
15
-6
28
6
0
0

-
-
e

5.957

5,957

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1 1988.



11-)1c. ECI

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - YEARS OLD_SERVED_IN-DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENvIRONmENTS
:AMINO SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1965

STATE

EMOTIONALLY-DISTURBED
PERCENT

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLASS ROOM CLASS

-PUOLIC-
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

-PRIVATE
SEPARATE --PUBLIC- --PRIVATE
SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY FACILITY FACILITY
CORRECTION
FAc[LITT

HOMEBOUND/
-HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAMA 74.43 - 24.12 1.45 - - - -- -ALASKA_ 11.14 19.16 60.63 2.86 0.00 9.32 4.76 1 27 8.95AR120NA .6.96 92:85 _8.36 6.08 -1.92 0.00 5.21 1.71 0.00ARKANSAS 16.69 22.45 35.89 6.74 18.17 1.46 3.25 8.30 1.03CALIFORNIA -5.26 -4.67 66.34 - 21.21 - - 8.58 -COLORADO 23:33 38.22 39.21 6.45 0.04 0.65 3.42 e.00 3.68CONNECTICUT 32.62 12.13 26.68 512 5:95 8.53 10.19 6.67 -DELAWARE 14.42 37.78 22.79 9.39 9.24 2.44 0.59 7.61 4.82DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 699 13.93 32.12 17.14 16.73 0.00 20.313 0.09 0:00FLORIDA 7.93 31.71 46.62 11.94 9.89 8.42 1.09 0.80 0.00GEORGIA 6.76 76.34 14.73 4.39 9.90 1.62 9.17 0.15 0.02HAWAII 12.48 25.39 50.59 9.06 0.59 1.3E1 8.27 1.38 8.08IDAHO- 26.44 31:92 19:65 _9.99 6.39 3.44 0.02 3.05 0.00ILLINOIS 7.12 19.94 49.23 26.69 7.59 0.74 1.00 1.98 0.27INDIANA 2.26 28.93 51.47 11.53 9.09 4.73 0.77 0:00 8.42IOWA- 3;25 35:15 56.99 _ -.. 9.00 1.86 - - 0.75KANSAS- 2.24 42.79 32.69 0.69 1.97 5.93 0.0e 15:87 e 33KENTUCKy_ 19.79 28.57 31.14 22.19 0.93 1-62 0:99 0.12 3.76LOUISIANA 1.69 38.12 45.47 -9.59 10.04 3.05 - 1.13 9.00MAINE 9.90 35.97 31.56 11:51, 0:46 4.24 8.31 '.64 6 31MARYLAND 1 2.97 13.61 23.38 39.51 9.19 8.29 3.15 0.60 2.40MASSACHUSETTS _9.26 66.52 18.46 1.96 2.81 0.65 0.55 0.08 8:71MICHIGAN 46.35 25.15 17:48 6.75 0.17 4.01 0.00 0.10 6.09MINNESOTA- 9.30 49.34 12.37 21.67 - 6:49 - 0.00 15.63MISSISSIPPI 9.99 34.75 43.74 5.97 9.64 0.00 12.56 8.43 1.92MISSOURI 1.57 54;57 32:37 9.95 8.13 1.18 0.80 0.57 0.75MONTANA- 38.92 17.93 36.73 2.82 6:86 3:59 6.49 0.08 0.51NEBRASKA 15.93 66.72 -7.97 0.90 9.09 0.00 2.07 1.78 7.32NEVADA _3.09 52.89 31.7C 11 11 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.11 0.0eNEW HAMPSHIRE 49.23 i5.49 11.92 9.77 A3:33 1.16 6.01 0.39 0.62NEW JERSEY -6.93 17.84 41.68 6.42 21.44 1:72 8.59 1.25 2.13NEW MEXICO 33.92 16.34 43.90 -6.54 0.80 2.37 8.80 0.93 0.00NEW-YORK-- -1.91 17.09 51.69 ii.81 5:03 1.72 0.I9 1.93 1.63NORTH CAROLINA 15.99 33.23 33.26 5.14 0.11 6:18 1.25 1.81 3.82NORTH DAKOTA 84,81 - 22.98 7.46 - 1.54 8.00 4.80 2.3101410 2.54 _4.62 3959 44.01 9.58 4.80 0.00 0.49 3 45OKLAHOMA -6.60 22.71 62.69 0.69 2.49 8.19 0.90 0.00 3.12MOON 35.26 14.81 24.57 9.77 4.19 3.63 4.23 _, 0.54PENNSYLVANIA 3 57 12.94 48:55 6.70 19.09 0.3e 0.42 6.27 2.17PUERTO-RICO- 3.63 23.49 96.19 9.35 8.31 9,90 0.00 0.00 / e3MOE ISLAND 23.96 14.67 48.50 0.09 12.22 0.09 8.05 2.39 1.06SOUTH CAROLINA 8.26 5536 39:23 2.73 9.92 8.99 e.69 1.31 '1.41SOUTH-DAKOTA 7.75 42.35 14.91 9:00 3:78 :1.16 25.25 0.80 2.78TENNESSEE 19.33 34.66 34.83 6.14 0.47 li.71 8.27 8.58 2.37TEXAS _2:21 79.23 9.83 4.31 0.29 8.51 0.20 0:45 2.98UTAH 36.03 45.57 9:91 _3.34 8.32 0.;11 0.80 1.02 2.43VERMONT_ 39.89 32.92 3.93 10.32 1.97 1 74 7.8a 0.00 2.46V1RGIN1A_ 9.91 23.31 49.92 14.38 7.79 2-25 7.31 2:41 0.12WASHINGTON 5.45 42:38 45:36 -- 9.29 3.34 e.ee 2.05 0.55REST-VIRGINIA 21.40 31.90 30.46 2.91 0:59 1.24 0.32 1.89 0.32WISCONSIN 12.42 63.76 22.15 0.44 0.19 0.83 a:81 0.32 0.18WYOWNG 29.88 29.19 28.31 -4.27 9.11 9.45 4.72 3.48 0.67AMERICAN SAMOA 9.00 9.90 _9.89 108.00 9.99 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.00GUAM 22.45 6.12 69.39 2.04 0.00 ,..06 0:00 0.80 0.00NOOTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - - -9111G1N-ISLANDS - - - - - __, -BUR: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 8.73 44.10 32.31 9.00 0.80 0.00 14 , 0.00 0.08
U.S. Ag INSULAR AREAS 11.79 34.22 33.34 8.57 489 1.69 2.41 1.59 1.59

50 STATES. D.C. I P.R. i1.79 34.22 33.33 8.58 4.80 1.69 2.41 1.59 1.59

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.



TibJc ECI

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD SERVED iN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

STATE

MARD_OF HEARiNG a DEAF
4

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLAsS ROW CLASS _

_PUBLIC
SEPARATE
SCHOOL

FACI_LITY

NuOBER

PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUB pRIvATELIC
-5000L RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY FACILITY

CORRECTION
FACILITY

HomEBOUND/
HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAmA 405
ALASKA 54
ARIZONA- -5
ARKANSAS 267
CALIFoRNIA 1,511
COLORADO 312
CONNECT1cuT 261
DELAWARE 35
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 40
FLORIDA 0
GEORGIA 26
Hm4,411 43
i :.040- 70
ii:LINOIS 46
INDIANA _16
lOwA 243
KANSAS__ 128
KENTUCKY_ 1.342
LOUISIANA 202
MAINE_ 116
MARYLAND 144
mASSAchuSETTS 152
micH1GAN 967
MINNESOTA_ 439
MISSISSIPPI _46
MISSOURI 565
MONTANA_ 108
NEBRASKA 66
NEvADA ii
NEw HAmPSHIRE 151
NEw JERSEY 107
NEW MEXICO 134
i.cm YORK 1,895
NORTH CAROLINA 558
NoRTH DAKOTA _76
OHIO 417
ULAHOMA 0
OREGON 480
PENNSYLVANIA 1,860
PUERTO-RICO- 60
RHODE ISLAND _30
SOUTH CAROLINA 347
SOUTH-DAKOTA 26
TENNESSEE 880
TEKAS 181
UTAH 154
vERmONT_ 56
VIRGINIA_ 13
WASHINGTON 60
wE$T-vIRGINIA lee
WISCONSIN 267
wyOmING 63
AMERICAN SAMOA e
GUAm 1 e
NORTHERN MARIANAS -
TRUST-TERWITORIES -n.

VIRGIN-ISLANDS -
euR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 6

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 14,941

50 51A1E5. D.C. & P.R. 14,933

-
_43
558
250
199
260
106
17
3

156
553
72

164
562
271
162
158
328
135
198
422

1.237
685
457
132
212
-51
286
_17
-35
272
39
764
560
_,

235
272
161
151
165
-21
196
104
276

3,622
177
23

623
672
49

462
47

0
3
-
,
-

21

16.690

16,666

M
295
54
62
-75

4.593
201
121
124
16

I.5:0
363
146
51

2.146
488
381
142
209
704
25

214
342

1,!70
159
125
378
44
_31
103
45

284
_ 107
1.000

279
_Ag

1,492
280
141
895
722
_le
351

1

225
449
16
17

546
860
173
147
13
I,

29
-
-
-
8

22.047

22,009

1

176
98
_,.

15

120
13
3

553
351
31
4

223
85
-
0

lIl

44
15
20
36
3

326
60

e
6
0
e
2

468
__2
531
62
51

214
61
-13
177
22
131

0
_ o
256
191
356

0
63
,
8
3

2
1

0
..

-
-

0

5;136

5.135

-
e
9
19
28
_s

164
$

_a
is

1

0
2
14
8
6

22
8

68
le
7

51
8

-
_43
158
e
2
_e
14

131
_O

1.354
1

-
7

57
-87
832
166

3
0

_1
le

14
0

13
3

15
3
3
0
0
0
-
,
;

3,430

3,430

-
i_e
218
161
-

114
6

12
_e

595
240
_Le
lee
275
371
182
223
-15
522
56

317
_12
196
153
275
206
95
611

e
e
i

139
Ita
637
--6
151
189
92
48
2
e

173
_31
313
441

2
_0

300
184
154
201

1

fa

0
-
-
-_.

2

7,561

7.579

-
i

e
2
-
e

46
1

1

5
2
0
0

16
3
-
e
7
-
0
e
10
0
-
i
e
e
0
_e
19
2

__411

222
0
6

_0
20
86

238
9
6
1

4
5
74

53
0
e
4
63

4

0
e
-
-
-
0

773

773

-
0
0
e
15
e
1

0
6
0
e
1

6
e
e
-
e
e
0
e
1

2
e
e
1

0
e
6
0
0

25
8
13

1

0
0
e
!!

a
8
0
e
0
O
3

0
e
e
8
0
0
0
6
e
-

_
e

69

69

-
0
5
,

-
15
,
0
D

0
1

6

e
2
1

8
a
4
0
a

22
13
0

16
e
6
2
8
0
I

4
e

20
3
5

-2
28
6

11

2$
0
5
0
2

134
3
4
O

13
0
2
e
e

0
-
-
-
e

376

378

DATf AS OF OCTOBEr 1. 1986.
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Table EC I
PERcE0T OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD SERVED IN DIFFERENT EDucATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

STATE

HARD OF HEARING * DEAF
ERCENT

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLASS ROOM CLASS

_PUBLIC
SEPARATE
SCWOL
FACILITY

_PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC PRivATE
SCMOOL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY FACILITY

cORRECTION
FACILITY

HOmEBOUND/
HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAmA 57.20 - 41.73 9.99 - - - - -
ALASKA 34.39 27.39 34.39 3.8 0.00 -0.89 9.64 9.99 9.99
ARIZONA_ _0.49 53.55 6.04 17.33 .ea 21.23 8.08 8.08 0.49
ARKANSAS 32.14 20.90 6.40 19.97 2.13 10.93 0.22 0.00 0.11
CALIFORNIA 23.81 3.14 72.38 -- .44 - - 0.24 -
COLORADO__ 33.86 28.17 22.43 -1.63 -9.99 12.35 909 9.09 1.63
OftWECTICUT 31:11 1263 1442 1438 21.93 666 5;48 012 -
DELAWARE 16.91 8.21 59.98 6.28 2.42 5.89 0.48 8.00 8.00
DISTRICT OF COLUm8I4 57.97 4.35 23.19 4.35 6.70 -9.95 1.45 9.99 9.99
FLORIDA 0.00 _526 53.98 19.38 8.39 2985 0.10 8:00 8.00
GEORGIA 1.68 36.39 23.46 22.69 8.96 15.51 9.13 0.00 9.96
mARAII 14.68 24.57 49.03 19.58 9.99 9.99 9.99 9.34 0.00
IDAJ40__ 17.54 41.18 12.78 108 8.50 27.07 0.90 8.99 999
ILLINOIS 11.48 15.36 58.69 6.99 .sa _7.51 9.44 986 9:65
INDIANA 1.30 21.94 35.51 6.88 6.09 39.94 8.24 9.99 cee
40wA__ 24.90 46.60 39.04 -- COO 16.65 -- -- 9.82
KANSAS 19.42 2994 21.55 98 3.34 33:84 S.0110 S.80 691
KENTUCKY 66.3* 16.21 19.33 5.48 8.49 9.74 9.35 9.09 0.29
LOUISIANA 12.96 -6.86 42.93 2.63 4.96 3t.16 -- 9.99 0.09
MAINE 27.44 46.05 _5:et _3.49 2.33 1382 0.00 8.88 1.86
MARYLAND 10.38 34.03 15.43 15.14 .59 22.86 9.09 0.87 1.59
MASSACHUSETTS -8.19 66.68 0.44 1.94 2.75 9.65 0.54 9.11 8.79
MIcKIGAm_ 33:48 23.16 3641 A.19 827 6.63 0.90 8.09 e 00
MINNESOTA 20.32 29.48 19.26 21.03 - e.a2 - e.oe 03
MISSISSIPP; 5.91 19.50 18.46 8.86 6.35 49.62 9.15 9.15 ,, 00
MISSOURI 3791 13.74 24.37 9.99 18.24 13.35 9.99 9.90 4.39
mONTANA 39.13 18:48 5:87 2:17 8:99 34:42 coo coo 6.22
NE66A56A 14.63 63.41 6.87 1.941 0.44 13.38 8.99 1.33 ceo
NEVAMIL 10.40 12.90 78.63 .98 8.00 9.9e cee 0.00 9.90
NEW HAMPSHIRE 55;93 12.96 17;78 _8:74 _5:19 9:C_C 7.94 8.08 0.37
NEW JERSEY 8.27 21.02 21.95 36.17 19.12 , 43 9.15 1.93 0.31
NEW MEXICO 31.63 -9.26 25.42 8.48 -0.09 .3.02 0.00 coo coe
6E6 YORK 21.41 14.94 19.55 18.38 26;47 -2.27 4.34 0.25 0.39
MONTH CAROL;MA 27.02 26.44 12.84 2.9t 0.03 39.39 cee 9.05 0.14
NORTH DAKOTA 19.79 -- 25.65 31.94 - 9.99 0.99 ceo 2.62
OHIO 18 58 _9.33 59;25 8.58 9.28 -6.09 9.09 9.09 0.98
OKLAHOMA _0.00 29.99 30.07 6.73 cm 20.84 2.21 9:89 3:09
OREGON 48.63 17.02 -4.33 1.37 9.29 9.73 9.09 -- 0.63
orT4DISYLVANIA 43;93 -3.53 28.94 4.44 20.64 i.97 5.56 9.09 9.26
e02.00-RiG0 6.56 15:21 59:37 _1:01 13:82 8:16 9.74 e.ee 2:39
RHODE ISLAND 14.49 18.14 7.73 63.29 1.45 coo 2.oe 0.00 0.0J
SOUTH CAROLINA 32.07 16.14 32.44 9.83 0.86 i5.99 0.99 'Leo 9.46
SOUPI_DAKOTA 15.03 69:12 _1:58 _3:47 9:58 17.92 2.31 0:00 9.99
TENNESSEE 37.89 15.66 12.76 14.52 1.02 17.75 9.28 9.09 0.11
TEXAS 12.93 72.91 9.04 -3.97 9.28 8.86 0.14 (Leo 2.79
UTAK 21;66 24.89 2.25 58.35 9.99 8.20 18.14 8;88 9.42
VERMONT 44.56 11.92 _0.81 9.0e 6.74 _e.ee 27.46 e.ee 0.52
VIRGINIA-- .84 48.48 35.82 4.89 9.I9 19.46 9.09 9.09 9.08
WASBINGIOL 3.67 41.15 42.19 _- 992 14.27 9.89 9.99 coo
WEST VIRGimiA 20.63 10.21 36.94 0.90 9.63 32.06 8:21 6:00 6:98
WISCONSIN 24.61 42.58 13.55 8.28 9.28 18.53 9.09 e.ee e.le
100mING 48.46 36.15 10.90 4.54 9.99 9.77 3.08 9.99 9.99
AMERICAN SAMOA .99 8.09 90.00 10:80 e.oe 9.09 e.ee e.ee ece
GUAM 0.89 9.38 99.62 0.99 0.90 coo ceo e.ee 0.00
MORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - - - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - - - _ - _
BUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 25.81 67.74 .98 8.90 41.99 6.45 0.99 0.00 coo

U.S. a losuLon AREAS 21.03 23.49 31.03 7.23 4.83 10.67 1.09 0.19 053

59 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 21.04 23.48 31.81 7.24 4.63 19.68 1.09 9.19 0.53

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1; 1986.
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Table ECI

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - YEARS OLD SERVED IN DIFFERENT EDuCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DuRINC SCHOOL yEAR 1984-1985

STALE

muLTmANDICAPPED

REGULAR RESOURCE
CLASS ROOM

SEPARATE
CLASS

PUBLIC
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

NUMBER

PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC
SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY

-PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL

FAC_ILITY
CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOmEBOUND/
HOSPITAL

JENvIRONMENT

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF 001.0091A
FLORIDA
GEOPCIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY-
LOUISIANA
MA1NE--
mARyLAND
mASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
m,SSOURI
mONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PuERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH_
vERmONT
VIRGINIA-
WASHINGTON_ _

WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NOR1HERN1MAR1ANAS
TRUST__TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BuR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. Is INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. A P.R.

41
II
9

-94
200
91
53
I

9
9
9
2
0
-
9
4
0
13
9
9

-19
242
163
-

-0
11
95
64
_4

70
170
63
53
45
--
23

9
78
_1

43
-1

11
20
31
Be
12
a
9
0
_e
80
71

0
e
-
-
-

e

1;948

1,940

--
_34
575
122
87

30e
51
3
3
9

41
0
0
-
e
0
4

74
_0
se

227
1,944

0
-

20
97
48

279
8

71

2

--
_59
114
97

155
221

1

115
148
lel

2,834
17
a

110
195

_e
264
123
9
1

-
-

_..7

83

9,713

9,629

866
120
78

229
4,016
1.025
312
41
16
9

--0
203
57
--

534
849
250
569
432
411
350
541
951
---
241
335
164
-30
398
35

4,326
561

3;242
599
-

2,857
804
462
_88
498

u
87
143
412
385
333
119

1,118
1,110

17
202

48
_0
16
-
-
-
48

38,796

30,734

-2
21
0

22

472
189
22
46

9
-0
25

9
-

585
-
-0

428
288
as

2;233
57

131

33
63
64

0
88
4

1,230
-23

2,309
176
--

472
00
153
106
28

0
68
0

923
553
902

a
717
-
8

70
le
11
89
-
-
,
9

12.896

12.598

-
_O
162
107
242

I
126

i
e

234
0

_9
10
-
0
9

50
56
49
59

315
82
7
-

-20
214

0
9A

68
1,310

6
3,142

51
-
19
71
11
18
75
20
23
28
113
40
12
9
7

220
0
0
7
0
0
-
-
,
0

6.994

0,994

-
_0
47
5
-

02
12
2
a

272
39
-3
80
-

154
_e

257
-02
512
45

173
18

183
9

le
12

23
58
e

_4
180

1
__2
456

-
-0

359
11

-2
24
27

158
-58
110

7

2
_4

834
284

0
0

21
9
0
-
-
-
0

4,378

4,378

-
I
3

10
-

le
95
II
2

135
0
9
e
-
7,
0
4

_-
34
82
10
9

1;
9
9
-

_e
30
29

1-0
568
282
-

-0
161
11

33
12
5

9
Be
A
89
0
1

2
0
9
9

14
0
0
-
-
-

58

1.808

1,759

-
0
0

-e
27
e
6
7
0
0
9
0
e
-
0,
0

20
0
e

31
3
0
0
9
3
9
-
0

_0
52
-2
73
22
-
0
e
77

0
0
e
e
0
e
9
0
e
e
9
9
9
9
0
e
-
-
,
e

252

252

-
11

0
23
,

152
_

e
e
9
0
0

e
-
a

_e
36
58
0

_a
46
21

9
-

19
12
33

e
0

14
54
11

111
45
--
142
108
94
--2

2,362
e
9

11
41

107
19
8

23
19

e
0
5
0
6
-

-
9

3.498

3.490

*1 oF OCTOBER I. 1986.
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Table ECI

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 21_rEARS OLD-SERVED-IN-DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DultiwG SCHOOL YEAR 1964-1985

STATE

MULTIHANDICAPPED

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLASS ROOM CLASS

-PuelLiC
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
AMITY

-PERCENT

PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC
SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL
FACILI1Y FACILITY

PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY
CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOmEBOUND/
HOSPTTAL
EpviRONmENT

ALABAMA 25.27 0.22 _ _

ALASKA- 5.85 18.89 63.83 14.17 0.08 e.ee 0.53 8.88 8:53
ARIZONA_ _0.00 00.47 -9.02 9.88 10.73 5.43 0.35 0.00 0.00ARKANSAS 15.59 20.23 36.40 3:65 17:74 0.63 1.66 9.88 3.81CALIFORNIA 4.93 1.30 89.40 - 4.69 - - 8.52 --COLORADD_ 4.47 16.67 47.08 21.64 0.85 2.84 0.46 0.00 6.97
CONNECTICUT 0.20 6:04 36.97 22.39 14.93 4.42 11.26 8.71 -DELAWARE 1.14 3.4i 40.59 25.08 1;14 2.27 12.50 7.95 8.88
DISTRICT OF COLUm014 10.47 3.49 18.60 55.81 0.08 2.33 0.00 8:08
FLORIDA 0:98 -0.06 6.00 8.00 36.51

_9.30
42.43 21.86 8.80 0.00GEORGIA 0.00 57.75 _8.00 _9.09 Lee 42.25 0.00 e.se 0.80HAWAII 0.83 0.00 83.00 10.33 3.72 _1.24 8:08 0:88 0.00

IDANO____ .00 0.00 38.78 0.00 6.88 54.42 8.88 8.00 8.00ILLINOIS - - - - - - - _
INDIANA 0.00 6.00 41.40 45.42 0;00 11.96 0.54 8.98 8.62
10411A__ 0.01 0.00 99.39 -- 0.08 0.88 - _ 0.00KA AS 006 9.65 40.92 -0.90 9.49 4200. 8.98 8.90 5,09KENTUCKY 1.06 6.93 41.45 34:69 4:56 5.05 8.33 2.12 4.72LOUISIANA 0.09 0.99 30.93 17.16 4.02 42.79 - 9.99 0.00MAINE__ 0.00 11.44 57.00 11.01 6.19 0.25 4.72 0.00 983MARYLAND 0.55 _6.53 10.97 6424 9.00 4.98 2.36 8.89 1.32MASSACHUSETTS 6.28 66.46 18.50 1.95 2.68 e 62 055 0.10 0.72MICHIGAN_ 7.03 0.99 69.06 9.51 0.54 13.29 0.80 8.00 0.08MINNESOTA _ - - - - - - -MISSISSIPPI 0.00 5.47 60.27 9:35 5:67 2 83 2.83 8.00 5.38MISSOURI -1.47 12.99 44.65 6.43 26.65 Lei slIAlle 0:40 4.64MONTANA_ 22.25 11.24 30.44 14.99 0.08 5.39 0.00 0.99 7.73NEBRASKA 14.65 04.73 _6;96 _0:88 COO 13.46 - - 8.88NEVADA -1.04 1.56 88.21 17 19 _9.00 8.88 _9.99 coo 0.80NEW KANPSHIRE 34.25 4 31 15.62 1.79 29.46 1.79 13.39 0.00 4:79NEW JERSEY 2.18 :501 55.50 15.78 18.04 2.39 8.37 0.67 0.69NEW MEXICO 0.04 14.07 71.56 _2.93 _i.02 0.13 0.09 0.26 1.49MEW YORK .53 4.57 32.56 23.28 31.57 8.02 5.74 8.73 4.12NORTH CAROLINA 2.3e !1:47 31.66 9.39 2.78 24.18 14.90 1.16 2.36NORTH ;JAKOTA - - - - - - _- --OHIO 0.66 1.44 82.50 13.63 8.55 _0.00 0:ea 0:00 1.2-OKLAHOMA 0.49 _8.69 47.16 -5.16 4.16 21.00 9.44 8.90 6.33OREGON 6.51 11.58 50.38 10.68 1.20 4.20 1.28 - 10.25PENNSYLVANIA 8.33 A.39 29.43 33.44 0.02 0.67 14.94 0.00 _0.57PUERTO_RICO__ 1:32 8.78 15.27 9.88 2.38 0.74 9.37 0.00 72;43RHOOE ISLAND 1.59 1;59 14:29 _8.00 34.75 42.80 7.94 9.99 0.00SOUTH CAROLINA 2.96 4.04 23.45 16.33 8.20 42:59 0.00 0.00 2.43SOUTH_DAKOTA 4.12 38.45 29.42 9.88 4.12 11.93 17.70 0:00 2:26TENNESSEE 1:77 _5:76 24:66 52.60 6.45 0.28 9.96 0.00 2.34TEXAS 4.96 69.18 _9.41 13;51 0:98 0.17 2.17 0.80 2.61UTAH_ 9.93 1.31 25.67 09.55 8.93 0.15 9:00 0:00 1.46VERMONT_ 3.68 4.94 73.01 -4.91 5.52 2.45 0.61 0.00 4.91VIRGINIA- 9.34 _4.42 42.57 27:30 9.27 24.14 0.80 0.00 0.88WASHINGTON 0.90 i0.67 60.72 - 12.04 15.54 0.00 0:00 1.04WEST_AIIRGINIA _6.00 10.08 60.00 32.89 8.09 0.98 0.00 0.00 0:00WISCONSIN 13.63 42:44 32:40 11.25 6.00 0.08 9.00 0.99 0.00wyomma 23.26 40.33 15.74 5.25 2.39 6.89 4.59 0.90 1.64AMERICAN SAMOA 0.99 41.08 9.80 188.88 8.00 0.00 0.00 0A00 0.00Gum coo 0.89 14.29 79.46 9.99 0.99 0.00 43.00 5.36NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - - - - -TRUSTTERRITORIES - - - - - - _
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - 111 11... - - - - - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 4.10 42.50 23.59 8;00 0:80 ce0 29.74 9.99 0.99

U.S. 0 INSULAR AREAS 2:79 13.46 42 72 17.01 9.70 0.07 2.51 0.35 4.85

56 STATES. 0 C 0 P.R. 2.79 13.42 42.63 17.55 9.75 0.19 2.44 0.35 4.86

DATA AS OF OCTO6ER 1, 1986:
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T:'tbic EC)

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS_OLD SERVED IN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENviRONmENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

ORTHOPEDICALLY ImPAIRED

REk,uLAR RESOURCE
CLASS ROM.

SEPARATE
CLASS

-PUBLIC-
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

NUMBER

-PRIVATE
SEPARATE --PUBLIC --PRIVATE
SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY FACIUTY

CORREct-i-CsI
FAGILITY

HOmEBOUND/
-HOSPITAL
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARiZONA
ARKANSAS
CALI_FORN,A
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DiSDACT OF COLUMBIA
LLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
DAPI)
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
I0wA
KANSAC___
KENTUCKY
LOVISIAR,
mA1NE---
MARYLAND
mASS...71USETTS
micw,AH
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRA,7,..
NEvAEA
NEw HAmPSI1IRE
NEw JERSEY
NEw MEXICO
NEw-YORK--
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLANOWV
OREGON ____
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO-
RHODE _ISLANU
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA_
WASHINGTaN
WEST-vIROINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AmERICAN SAWA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES; D.C. & P.R.

241
30
87
40

2.430
248
99
15
_0
86
18

_87
121
339
153
393
213
135
188
30

119
121

_i-
245
82

347
66

194
11
75

-80
148
secs
247
_48
382
216
450
130
80
42

:82
17

205
94
69
51
-4

120
69
123
74
9
14

-
_-
26

9:463

9,423

-
-65
31.1

33
299
171
33
14
_I

342
360
63
39
199
-83
137
40

205
62
51

2,d
972

-
598
-27
275
24

458
23
19

293
=62
335
199

90
9

158
47
53
43

17.7

_23
106

3.258
102
74

238
239
18
53
15
9
a
-
-
,
0

t0,680

10,672

141
88
34
26

4.1.
154
90
45
3

1;717
467
235
_42

1.492
260
391
64

122
319
159
115
271
-

122
133
502
_9
49

194
_30
131
136

1049
22e
-24

1:243
d23
38

689
37
60

574
__4
132
404
109
24

223
80

119
451

4
6
2
-
-
,
0

17,310

17,398

t

i:'

0
4
-

198
40

lel
-66
271
30
75
_2

1.633
159

-
_ e
92
120
30

271
29
,

454
23
72
15
9

32
__0
158
11

405
220
29

335
_88
186
712
12
_0
_86
--0
291
178
37
_2
93
-

49
15
17

i
e
-
-
-
0

6,725

6,724

-
-3
90
58
24
-0
50

3
3

42
0
0

-6
',13

0
-9
92

I

62
114
30
42
-
,
13

125
0
0
0

_12
168
0

877
1

_-
2e
9
2

419
44
54
6

-7
33
ti

9
7

1

234
9
0
9
0
e
-
-
-
e

2,847

2;547

,
0
1

2
-
e
0

le
¶

0
9
0
-0
89
0
6

-0
35
10
0

_1
it
-
0

57
7
9
0
0
e
9
e
4
0
e
0

34
2
4
0
0
2
4
-t
11
e
0
49
2
9
e
3
9
0
-
-
-
0

4t6

416

-
e
0
4
,
9
4
e
e

120
1

e
0

64
e

24
3
-
3
0
e
-
-
4
0
0
0
0
4
7

_e
33
-0
28
9
0
I

39
0
3
1

le
0
8
0
..

0
0
9
0
4
0
0
-
-
-
5

374

369

-
0
0
1

0
0
0
e
e
e
9
0
0
0
0
n.

0
0
0
0
2
¶
_
0
e
0
e
1
0
0
0
e
7

0
0
9
0
-
0
0
e
0
e
¶

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
e
e
-
-

0

13

13

_
4
0
5
-

tt

§
.
a

ie
26
_e

180
-0

116
77
58
_17

t9
141

9
7

-:

74
5:
i

-0
-1
53
60

-28
1,559

_30
153
293
144

3
27
9

290
124
ee
_3
30
32
e

142
1

e
e
-
-

0

3;902

3.962

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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Table EC I

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD SERVED-IN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YE-; 1964-1985

STATE

ORTHOPEDICALLY-WAIRED

REGULAR RES06*CE SEPARATE
CLASS _ CIASS

PUBL.::
3t,PAIL-TE

-J *41171.

F. i"(

' ke

PERCENT

PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC PRIvATE
SCHOOL RESID7mTIAL RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY FACiLITY FACILITY
CORRECTION
FAC!LiTy

H1,4E801:60/
HOSPITAL
ENviRoNmENT

AL484m4 87.071 - 38.8, - - - - -

ALASKA_ II A 3E11 42.11 8.13 0.88 0.00 9.60 e.00 0.48

ARIZONA_ 10.;,, 58.05 -0.48 9 08 18.08 0.19 $.00 0.00 0.00

ARKANSAS 27.43 18.04 14.88 (.;.00 3200. 1.14 229 0.57 2.86

CALIFORNIA 3547 _433 60:16 - 6.35 _ - 6.60 _

COLORADO ___ 20.02 19.32 17.00 22.37 0.00 0.00 9.9e 0.00 13.22

CONNECT1CuT 31.33 18.44 28.40 12.66 15.82 0.00 1.27 8.80 -

DELAWARE 5.4, 5 4:,7 ',4.25 65:34 1:98 3:61 6.00 0.0e 3.25

WA/PICT OF COLUIMIA 0,86 _t.,55 ,:.,;1 09.19 4.05 1.35 9.90 0.90 9.00

FLORiDA 3.34 13.27 lv.=-0 10.51 1.83 .09 4.0 0.00 8.00

GEORGIA -2.14 42.76 46_14 _4.51 0:00 6:00 0.1.2 0.00 2.14

HAWAII 47:98 12:90 48.35 15.4Z 0.00 0.89 8.00 0.00 5.3',

104011 00.28 14.03 20.90 1.09 2.99 8.811 0.00 0.00 0.00

ILLINOIS 7.94 4.79 35.88 39.27 4.40 1.91 1:47 9:90 4:33
IK5IANA 17:82 13:72 42:98 26:20 4.08 0.00 9.88 0.01 0.00

IOWA__ 37.118 13.14 37.49 - 0.90 0.58 - - 11.12

KARSAS 41.70 7.04 12.55 18.04 0.09 4.11 0.00 15.10

KENTUCKY- 20.74 34.49 18.74 14 13 AS _5.38 0.40 P.80 8.9:

LOUISIANA 22:35 _7,37 37;93 14.27 7.37 10.70 - k.le 0.00

mAINE- 0.99 19.35 34.97 49 20.57 9.00 0.18 :0 _1.43

mARYLANO 2.10 27.17 14.4 34.09 3.77 0.13 8.80 0.'-'5 17.74

MASSACHUSETTS 8:27 60:39 18:51 1:90 2.87 0.75 9.51 ..5-1

MICHIGAN - - _ - - __ - -
MINNESOTA 10.76 48.76 -8.32 30.95 -- -0.90 -- 0.66
MISSISSIPPI 49.05 -6.54 32.20 5.57 3:15 13,80 8.91 0.00 17.9 rz

MISSOURI 24;08 19.118 39.08 8.47 6.49 e; 6.0e 5.66
mONTANA 49.02 10.05 0.77

_5.00
12.03 0.08 e.es 9. -:4 0.00 13.53

NEBRASKA 16.99 74.84 -8.01 -0.00 I.$.00 0.00 8_80 0:16 0.09
NEVADA 4:28 8:05 74:32 12;45 4;90 0.00 0.60 0.00 9.00
NEW HAMPSHIRE 52.45 13.29 20.98 0.00 0.39 0.99 7.0c1 0.00 2.10
NEw JERSEY 18.43 28.47 17.$0 20 10 21.90 8.00 6.91 0.60
NEW mEXICO 41.34 '7.32 37.00 _3:07 0:90 0:00 8.08 0.66 0.18
:716 YORK 17.57 9,00 31.29 12.00 28.10 0.12 0.98 9.21 1.58

'3RTH CAROLINA 5.04 20.82 23.95 25.91 CIO 0.99 0.00 0.06 _6.20

AMITM DAKOTA .21 -- 16.11 19.48 8:88 18:79 0,80 13.4L

OHIO 10:48 2:63 34:10 _9,19 0,55 0.00 9 SO 0.8. 43.05

OKLI,NOMA 42.52 0.60 24.2' 17.32 1.77 8.69 e.ee 9.90 7.48
OREGON 44.60 15.40 -5.05 10.43 -0.20 0.20 8.i0 - 15:16
PENNSYLVANIA -6.10 _2:11 30,48 31:91 18:78 0;18 1.34 0.00 9.10
PUERTO_NICO 21.82 14.32 10.00 3.24 I1.09 9.00 0.,n,', 0.00 38.7:2

RHOOC -ISLAND 20.49 20.90 29.27 0.00 20.34 0.80 8.00 1:46
SOUTH CAROL" A i1.63 15.47 56.55 cm :59 0:29 9:0 0.00 2.66
SOUTH_OAKOTA 11.18 01.10 2;03 _0.09 4.81 2.63 11.01 0.90 5.92
TENNESSEE 19.33 10.02 12.48 27.50 3.12 0.90 0 90 0.99 27.41
TEXAS -2.23 79.75 _9.99 4.30 0.27 6.27 9:00 3:04
UTAH 18:39 27.06 2891 9:01 0.08 0.80 c. 0.00 15,92

VEM-567_ 45.95 21.02 21.02 1.00 0.31 9.09 8.6 0.90 2.10
VIRGINIA 0.03 37.38 34.95 14.50 -0.48 7.88 0.06 0.00 A.70

WASHINGTON 16.711 38.50 10.85 - 31:75 0.27 0.09 0.09 1.34
WESTAIRGINIA 31._.' 8.30 42.05 17.31 0.6e 0.00 6.es 9.00 2.83
WISCONSIN 15.69 6.76 57.53 1.91 8.0e 9.99 0.00 0.00 18.11
wYOMING 84.35 13.04 87 14.78 0:08 2.61 3:48 0.00 0.87
AMERICAN SAMOA _0,00 0;00 8.08 180.00 8.09 0.89 0.00 9.90 0.00
GUAM 50.33 33.33 0.33 0.00 0.011 0.90 0.00 0.00 e.80
40num-mARIANAs - - - - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - , _ - _ -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - - - _ --

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 83.07 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.68 0.0i 16.13 0.80 0.00

U.S. 6 INSULAR AREAS 10.27 20.02 33.42 12.99 5.58 0.110 0.72 9.93 7.65

58 STATES. D C 6 P.R. 18.21 20.63 33:46 13.00 5.58 0.00 9.71 9.93 7.66

DATA AS OF OCTOOER I. 1980.
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLu SERVED joi 31FFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS

STATE

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1904-1965

OTHER HE-1__TH_IMPAIREC
4-

REGULAR RF,,OURCE SEPARATE
CIASS RAN CLASS

PUBLIC:
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

SUWER

-PRIVATE
SEPARATE PUBLIC PRIVATE
SCHOOL FESIDENTIIL RESIDENTIAL

FACILI,, FACILITY FACILITY
CORRESTION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
HOSPITAL

ENVIRONMENT

ALA8AmA
ALASKA__
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
Coft4ECT1CuT
DELAWARE
019TRIGT OF COLumBiA
FLORIAA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
191VA
KANSAS--
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE
mARYLAMO
MASSACHUSETTS
NICHIrAN
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEvADA-
NEW NAmPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YORK--
NORTH CAROLIKA
NORTH uA,OTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLvoutA
PUERTO RICO-
RHODE _ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENI4LiSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
CUAM 11

NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES; D.C. a P.R.

151
42
_0
50

9.663
0

200
15
0

.1

18
-9

_42
251

0
e

103
-02
110
-6
142

t531.730
112
-

745
197
-
4

169
84
_02

1.394
320
21
--

-cis

259
_0

76
20
25
2

T3
i61
49
54
__5
343
44

124
93
C
e
-
7
-
21

17.197

17,176

-
53
__Al

293
643

9
105

4
0

_0
158
0

46
147
39
0
L0

-37
125
221
203

1.237
241
348
-

275
19
-

t

19
185

1.131
4.234

312
-

e
38
_e
60
7

_5
-18
121

6;559
82
37

181
1.285

4
137
76
0
2
-
-
-
3

16.644

16.639

46
23
_0

24
1.963

6
325

6
__2
100
29
13

_30
412
35
_6
14

-45
721
i57
110
343

2.448
55
--
64
19
-

_0
t2

37%
..3

1T.5:15
37E

9

2;
50
_e
30
19
93
5

121
614
_8
19

-02
1.015

46
128
12
0
S

-

4

23.952

23.947

9
3
0
4

-
_ie
101

5
-77
215
29
3

_2
241
44
,
0

105
15
_15
150
1 37

278
332

*
0
-
3
0
3
0

3'45
90
5

3;
142

9
0
0

ale
_O
56

356
18

1

70
-
9

9

-
-

0

2.907

2.907

_y.

0
__11

20
83
_O
94
0

12
le

e
:,

_ti,

12J
J;

_6
71
0

65
49
21!

-5.:

124
-

--
92

0
-
_0
:1
.

4
396
29-
,
19
2
0
4

9
1
2
7

25
_11

13
3

91-

0
0
0
e
0
_
_

0

1.424

1.424

-
0
a

0
-
0
0
1

0
a
e
a
0
2
0
0
6

119
2I1

e
J

12
4
I
-
11
2
-
@
9
0
e
a
0
0
-

20
3
0
0
0
i
1
e

12
9
0

100
0
9
0
3
9
e
-
-

0

531

531

r
a
0
0;

59
0
0

8?
1
A

0
12
0
-
2
2
.

..

11

0
r
-
6
0
;

3
t

-0
173
a
1

0
0
zi
2
1

0
_1
18
17

0
4
3
0
2

0
0
0
r

0

413

413

0
a
0
I
a
0
0
0
a
0
0
0
0
e
_
9

.

1

8
1

0
0
_
0
0
-
0
0
9
1

12
0
0
_
e
-
0
0
e
0
0
0
9
e
,g

a
C
0
0
0
0
7
_

e

16

16

,
0

475
17
-
e
-
23
0

238
e

632
e
e

224
359
328
-73
216
14
-6
37
-

316
1

._7

.64
_4

202
a

204
235
13
--
96

365
0

248
109
17

-13
1,233
246
83

0
55
33
7

0
2
6
2
7
-

0

8.191

8.189

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I, 1986.
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TaMe ECI

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEARS OLD SERvED IN DIFFERENT EDucATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

STATE

atmE0 HEALTH imPA!RED
PERCENT

REGULAR RESOURCE
CLASS ROOM

SEPARATE
CLASS

24

_TJBLIC_
s,..PARATE
-SCHOOL
FACILITY

9.09

_PRIVATE
SEPARATE
SCHOOL
FACILITY

PUBLIC
RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY_

PRO/ATE
RESIDE-

FAC, , ItiTy

HOmEBOUND/
HOSPITAZ
ENvIRONmENT

ALABAMA 75.80 -- -- _- -
ALASKA_ 34:71 43:08 19. 2.48 9:00 0:00 0.e 0.02 0.00
ARIZONA 0.00 0.99 e 9E, 0.00 0.06 0.00 8.88 8.8e iiiie.ee

ARKANSAS 12.25 71.81 t 0 0 98 4.90 0.08 0.0o 0.80 4.17
CALIFORNIA 78.22 5.21 1! ; - 0.67 - - 0:01 -
COLORADO - - - - - - - -_
CONNECTICUT 29.77 10.78 3..37 10.37 9.65 0.00 6.0-6 0.00 _ _-

DELAWARE 27.78 7.41 14.41 -9.26 -0.00 1.85 0.00 e:ee 42:59
DISTRICT OF COLUNOIA 0.00 0.08 2.28 84.62 13.19 0.00 0.08 e.ee e.ee
FoRIDA 0.84 0.09 7.58 9.06 0.42 0.00 2.82 0.00 80.08
GEORGIA 3.46 36.29 -4.32 -4.32 -9.60 0.00 0.22 0.00 51.40
HAWAII _8:60 _C.90 33;33 33:33 33;33 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00
Immo 39.88 33.82 22.08 1.47 11.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ILLINOIS 13.8? -8.09 22.06 13.28 6.66 0.11 0.66 0.00 34.76
INDIANA 0.00 33.05 29.66 37.29 0:88 8:88 coo coo cee
10wA 0.09 0.09 9.00 - 0.00 100.00
KANSAS 27.61 2.41 3.75 0.00 5.63 0.00 0.54 0.00 60.05
KENTUCt!r_ 8.50 5.00 _6.17 14.49 0.00 16.32 0.27 0.00 49:25
LOUISIANA 6.98 _7.94 45.70 0.95 4.13 13.e - 8.00 20.63
MAINE 0.00 49.68 19.55 3.37 11.01 0.ecl 0.00 0.00 16.40
MARYL-ND 5.34 25.83 13.99 19.80 3.31 1.15 3.8:g 0.00 27.40
MASSACHUSETTS _8.23 66:51 18.44 1.99 2.80 0.65 0.59 Les 8.75
MICHIOW 35.86 5.09 59.77 5.77 2.57 0.02 0.00 0 00 0.00
MINNESOTA- 12.70 39.23 6.24 37.64 - 0.00 - 0.00 4.20
MISSISSIPPI - - - - _ - _ - -
m_ISSOUNI 47.68 17.59 9.00 5.89 9.70 0.60 e.eo 24.06
MONTANA 72.30 12.04

_4.29
12.04 0.00 0.00 1.35 0.00 0 ee 0.68

NEBRAINA 11 - - 11 - - - - - , -
t:2VADA _3.87 0.92 8.00 9.90 0.0e 9.00 0.00 N. ^ 95.41
NEW HAMPSHIRE 69.79 8.83 10.71 0.80 11.15 coo 1.8c (Lei, 1.44
NEW JERSEY 7.75 19.96 45.76 9.36 1.57 0.06 0.12 C.0 24.46
NEW MEXICO 6.59 99.84 _2-.01 0.00 0.00 0;00 0.80 0.08 0.48
NEW-YORK 6.81 20.68 66.71 1.93 1.93 0.03 0 65 e es 1.60
NORTH *:AROLINA 23.31 22.72 27.60 7.14 2.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.12
WAIN 2AKOTA 42.56 - 10.37 1029 - 0:00 2:04 9.0e 26:53
G.110- - - - - - - _

OKLANNA 32.89 0.00 9.96 19.07 6.30 9.40 0.00 0.00' 32.24
OREGON 27.72 9.78 5.54 15.74 0.22 0.33 0.22 - 40:47
PENNSYLVANiA _0.09 _0.80 9.90 9.99 9.00 9.00 100.00 9.00 0.00
PUERTO RICO 17.76 15.89 7.01 9.09 0.93 8.88 0.47 0.00 57.94
RHODE ISLAND- 12.62 4.49 12.10 -9.9e 9.88 8.00 0.64 0.00 69.87
SoUTH CAROLINA 12:30 _2.40 46.94 29.70 0:59 8.50 8.00 ceo _8.42
SOUTH DAKOTA 4.65 47.21 10.60 9.90 4.65 2.33 2.33 6.00 30.23
TENNESSEE 4.48 7.4:i 7.43 3.44 9.43 0.00 1.10 e.eo 75.69
TEXAS 12.20 70 ,_.7 4.61 4.38 8.30 0.15 0.24 0.00 3.00
UTAIL. 20.42 34.17 _3.33 7.50 0.00 9.00 P 00 0.00 14.58
VERMONT 42.19 28.91 14.84 9.78 19.16 0.00 3.1.; 0.00 0.00
VIRGINIA-- 1.23 19.95 29.20 18.72 0.74 24.63 0.74 0.25 13.55
WASHINGTON 12.40 46:41 36.88 - 3.29 8.00 0.00 8.00 1;19
WEST VIRGINIA 39.29 3.57 41.97 8.04 9.00 coo 1.79 0.00 6.25
WISCONSIN 31 80 35.22 32.90 9.0 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 9.00
WYOMING 47.69 30.97 0.15 4. 0.00 1.54 0.00 0.00 1.03
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - -
GUAM 0.00 40.90 29.90 0 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0; 40.00
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - _ - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - - - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 75.00 10.71 14.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0;

U.S. It INSULAR AREAS 23.47 25.44 32.69 3.97 1.94 0.72 0.56 0.02 11.18

50 STATES: D.C. A P.R. 23.45 25.45 32.70 3.97 1.94 0.72 0.56 0.02 11.18

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1906.



Table ECI
Num8ER oF CHILDREN 3 - 21 yEARs OLD SERVED tN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS

DURING sCHOoL YEAR 1984-1985

STATE

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

REGULAR REsOuRCE
CLASs RoOm

sEpARATE
CLASS-

PUBLIC
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL_
FACILITY

PRIVATE
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL_
FACILITY

NUMBER

PUBLIC
RESIDENTIAL
FAckLITy

PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL
_FACILk7y

CORRECTION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
HOSPITAL

ENVIRONIAENT

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT oF COLumaiA
FLORIDA
GEOPGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
lOwA
KANSAS__
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
mAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MicsIGAH
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEw HAmPSIIIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEty mExICO
NEw_yORK__
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OH40_11
OKLAHOmA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
lERTO_RIco_
RHODE ISLAND
SOON CAROLINA
SOuTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
uTAH___
vERmONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON-
wEST__VIRGINIA
wiscoNsia
wv0mING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
AORTHERN-MARiANAS
TRuST_TERRITORIEs
VIRGIN_ISLANDS
BUR. OF INOJAN AFFAIRS

US k INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R.

264
22
5

_50
926
in
168

5
e

220
59
45
49

172
70
92
id
47
-13
64
52
66

457
162

0
230
El
Ss'.

1.11,
-4.
430
297
33

357
135
662

1.009
65
30

274
_le
310
44
55
27

el

60
165
Oe
22
0
6
-
-
-
a

9;264

9.254

,
6

246
00
167
92
57
5
2

219
:588

il

32
276
200
36

193
217
61

198
243
529
165
153
70
158
41

4
S

7

646
1,f.

-
146

9
227
276
114

0
113
123
215

1.631
158
__a
448
150
27
lei
10
e
1..

-
-
,
6

6,412

6.406

43
12
24

104
1;115

4
149
7*
:.-/

ler
".

1

63C
24
44
10
21

223
12
63
146
266
24
31
70
_2
11
4i
35
42
20

436
46
5

303
46
42

211
117
17
36
_I

41
202

2
_7

48
267

9
69
3
0
6
-
-
,
0

5,352

5,344

1

4

9
15
_.,

12
79

a
9

113
13
5
2

59
17
-
-0
43
12
e

146
15
t

63
13
0
0
0
9

-a
11
9

60
le
20
2g
19
15
24
8
0
9
_4
32
90

163
9

la
-
2

25
9
t
9
-
-
=
9

1.152

1,151

0
22
_4
10

9
24

a
9
0
0
0
9

10
9
0

7

0
9
3
1

22
7
,
I

46
0
0
9

34
19

9
173

1

-
3
3

53
419

4
4

2
0
4

6
6
1

3
22
0
2
9
0
9
-

,
9

926

926

0
100
la
-

29
9
1
9

105
101

0
7e

_91
101
59
53
10
109
--e
232

0
12

_24
107
154

a

49
e
0
c

/3
6a

IAA
9

122
112
57
5

45
e

69
_16
108
127

1

_9
00
73
ae
87
2
0
0
-
-
-
i

2,789

2,768

0
9
1

-
9

37
9
9
2
0
9
9

la
0
-
0
e
-
1

e
4i
-
9
9
,

,,

e
,

2
9

;1

e
0

_0
54

102
7
el

9
1
2
3
0
1
e
0
e
0
2
0
9
-

:,

9

208

296

0
t
0
7

9
0
e
9
e
0
tk

e
1
0
_
0
1
9
0
9
0
9
0
1

9
0
3
9
0
0
9
7
0
0
0
0

7!

38
0
9
e
0
9
1

0
8
e
e
e

0

e
0
9
_
-
-
9

50

59

9
0
1

-
4
-
7

9
0
0
9
is
1
0

6
_4

ii3

9
1

II
6
e
6
i
0
5

0
9
s
9
e
e
0
,

6
_8
12
2

42
I
9
e
4

64
0
2
9
2
e
0
e
0
9
-
-
-
9

211

211

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1966:



Table EC I

PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 - 71 YEARS OLD SERVED IN DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS
DuRING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

VISUALIY HANDICAPPED

s-,TE REGULAR RESOURCE
CLASS .000m

SEPARATE
CLASS

pU0Ltc
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL
FACILITY

PR1vATE
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL-
FACILITY

PERCENT

Pu-cC
RESIC: IAL
FAciOly

PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY
CORRECTION
FACILITY

000600uND/
HOSPITAL_

60.,IRONMENT
ALABAmA 85.71 - 13.96 9.32 -- - - - -ALASKA- 58.06 13.04 27.27 9;99 0:90 _0.00 0.09 9.00 8.004R1ZONA_ -1.25 62.16 -6.82 9.00 5.51 25.06 0:00 0.00 0.00ARKANSAS 1976 2372 41.11 5.93 1.58 7.11 0.40 0.00 0.40CALIFORNIA 41.62 7.51 59.11 _ - 0.45 - _. 0.31COLORADO_ 55.80 28.84 -1.25 3.76 0.00 9:09 0.00 0.00 1.25CONNECTICUT 34.71 11.70 24.59 16.32 4.96 0.00 7.64 0.00DELAWARE 9.26 37.04 14.81 14.01 1.85 0.00 0.00 12.96DISIRICT OF COLUMBIA

_9.20
-0.99 6.25 93.75 0.00 0.00 _0:00 0.00 0.00 0.09FLORtDA 25.97 25.86 22.20 13.34 0.00 12.40 0:24 0.00 0.00GEORGIA 10.19 67.81 _3.11 2.25 0.00 17.44 0.00 0.00 0.00HAw411 49.45 12.99 32.97 5.49 0:08 _0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00IDAHO 14.19 23.88 0.21 1.49 c..80 52.24 0.00 0.00 0.00ILLINOIS 13.50 21.94 49.72 4.56 1.51 7.18 1.20 0.08 0.08INDIANA 1.-J.62 41.59 4.38 3.95 0.00 32.44 3.00 0 80 0.00IOWA_ 30.49 10.06 18.41 0.00 24:69 _.- -- 3.35KANSAS 35:16 36.33 3.52 0.08 2.73 20.70 8.00 0.00 1.56KENTucky 46.92 38.14 _3.89 7.56 0.00 _1.76 8.00 0.18 1.78100ISIANA 21.81 11.70 43.05 2.32 1!.99 24:04 _ _- 9.00 e esmAtNE 35.75 54.75 6.79 0.08 ' le 0.00 0.50 0:00 0.56mARYLAND 32.49 8.42 19.52 9.13 31.02 0.00 0.00 1..0MASSACHUSETTS
_6.95
-6.31 60.62 18.39 1.09 2:77 0.76 9.59 0 00 0.76mICHAAN 50.33 10.47 29.30 0.11 0.77 1.32 0:00 0.00 0.90MINNESOTA 49.27 33.65 _5.31 13.94 - 5.31 - 0.00 1:33umussipp,

mISSOURI
0.90
34.05

31.25
23.94

13.84
10.61

5.59
6.09

9.45
7.27

47.77
23.33

0.00
0.00

0.45
0.90

0.45
0.00mONTANA 60.58 20:07 1.41 8.00 0.00 5.63 0.00 0.90 i-.52NEBRASKA 13.14 50.09 6.29 0.00 0.00 22.06 0.09 4.71 0.0NEVADA 10.53 17.54 71.93 0.00 0.00 8 ',:3 0.00 0.00 0 00NEW HAWSHIRE 46:4-_ 11.30 19.34 8.08 17.13 -.-.03 3.07 0:90 1.66N6W 4ERSEY 86.12 0.01 _3.31 8:87 1.51 ,.90 0.10 0.00 0.00NEW MEXICO 27.15 II.79 13.75 0.00 0.00 -.3.30_ 9.90 A 00 0.00NEW-YORK 23:34 34.52 23.34 3.29 9.22 3.0, 2.40 0::1: 0.30HORTM CAROLINA 44.73 24.85 8.93 1.51 0.15 21.69 0.15 .7e 0.00NO9T4 DAKOTA 54.10 -- 8.20 32.79 .0.00 0.00 C.06 4.92OHM 36.96 15.11 31.37 3.09 0.31 12.03 0:00 0.00 0.62OKLAHOmA 41.54 _0:00 14.77 5.85 8.92 34.46 0.00 0.00 2:46OREGON 59.06 20.23 3.74 1:34 4.72 5.08 4.81 - 1.07PENNSYLVANIA 40.32 13.31 10.11 1.15 20.97 _9.24 4:89 1.82 8.1ePuERTO RICO 29.14 27.81 27 73 4.90 0.95 10.66 1.66 0.00 2.95RHOOE ISLAND 44.12 11.70 25.00 0:80 5.88 -9.90 11.78 0.00 1.47SOUTH CAROLINA 65.19 23.01 7.33 0.08 0.41 14.05 0.00 0.09 0.00SOUTH DAKOTA 18:18 41.82 1.02 7.27 9.00 29.09 1.82 0:80 0.00TENNESSEE 43.30 30.03 5:73 4.47 0.50 Mee 0.28 9.00 0.56TEXAS 2.93 75.33 9.33 4.10 9:28 5.57 9.14 0.05 2.82UTAH 14.91 41.09 8.53 43.91 0.00 0.20 0100 0.00 0.00VERMONT 50.4 17:39 15.22 0.90 2.1/ 0.00 2.17 0.00 4.35VIRGINIA-- 1.32 74.95 2.98 9.50 13.22 9.00 9.00 0.00WASHINGTON 10.45 26.13

_7.93
46.52

-_ :_!'7 3.83 12.72 0.00 8.00 0.35WEST VIRGINIA 56.51 9:25 -3.00 0.68 0.00 39.48 0.00 0.00 0.00w_l_SCONSIN :0 00 27.1 10.55 6.72 0.54 23.39 0.00 0.00 0.00wyolmiNG 56.41 25.8. 7.69 0.e0 9.00 513 5.13 0.00 0.00AMERICAN SAMOA _0.00 0.00 -0.00 180.09 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00OUNt 42.86 8.00 57.14 0.80 0.00 0.0E 0.00 0.00 0.00NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - , - - - -TRUST TERRtIORIES - - - - - - - _ -VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -- -- - - - _ -OUR. or INDIAN AFFAIRS 46.15 46.15 9.89 8.00 0.00 7.69 8.00 0.00 9.00
U.S. 41 INSULAR AREAS 32.55 29.55 18.80 4.05 3.25 9.80 1.04 0.21 0.74
50 STATES. D.C. a P.R. 32.54 29.56 10.70 4.95 3.20 s Ba 1.04 0.21 0 74

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1986.
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Table EC1

NUmBER OF CHILDREN 3 - 21 YEANS-OLD SERVED-4N-D-IFFERENT EDUCATIONAt ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

STA1

DEAF -8LIND

REGULAR RESOORCE SEPARATE
CLASS ROOm CLASS

PUBLIC
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL_
FACILITY

NUMBER

pRIvATE
SEPARATE IIIPUBLLC
_SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY FACILITY

PRI+ t
RESIvEkTIAL
FACIIJY

CORREC:TION
FACILITY

HOMEBOUND/
_HOSPITAL
ENVIROMMENT

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS-
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRiCT OF COLUmBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
'Lows
INDIANA
IUWA--
KANSAS
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE
mARYLAND
mASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA-
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSH,RE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROUNA
NORTH DAKOTA
om40--
OKLAHOmA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO-
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAN
VERMONT-
VIRGMA____
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
wromING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTMERN_MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS
BUR: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. 9 P.R.

7
0
0

-0
20

1

2
0
0
9
0
0
0
i

e
0
0
1
0
0

_1

il
0

t
_0
15
0
1

I
0

14
0
9
1
9
9
3
1
0
0
9
0
2
9
10
9
0
-
-
-
9

102

192

-
0
0

107
2
2
2

2
0
0
5
0
0
i

0
0
¶
6
o
0
0

69
P

6
2
0
2
9
9
-
0
3
6
1

o
0
0
2
-5
45

9
-i
12
0
4
0

24
0
0
-
-
-
0

351

351

17
23
0
=7

136
10
i
6
V
7

_3
10
0

24
_0

27
is
_2
12
5
2

25
0
9
,

82
5
-
0
2
3
4

17
3
1
5

24
5
1

4
1

5
0
3
6
i
2
2
0
0
14

A
0
0
-
-
-
0

531

531

0
0
0
3
-

20
-*
27
24
53
2
5
e

27
6
-
a
_3
12
0
9
1

0
il
9
9
5
,
9
I

4
0
10
_4
27
11
0
_1
ve

72
0
2
0
15

28
42
-0

10
-
o
9
I
4
s
-
-
-
0

449

449

,
0
0

28
0
0
0
0
1

6
0
0
0
2
0
9
9
0
0
0
a
4
9
.,..

0
6
0
,
0
1

t

-
s
40
0
5
2
1
0
1

0
2
0
6
6
3
0
0
9
9
0
-
-
-
0

114

114

,
0
o
1

_.,-

44
0
0
9
-0
le
_0

-0
36
Al

37
se
_1

10
-0
09
2
1
is
_0
13
1 i

,
9
:6

66
27
-9
19
0
e
7
0
0
17
9
-2
40
55
38
0

-0
10
29
-9
11

1

9
0
-
-
-
9

040

649

9
0
1

_
0
8
0
1

6
6
9
0
2
0
-
0
0
7!
0

0
0
9
..

0
9
0
0
0
5
a
0

58
ti

0
9
0
0

70
4
3
0
0
9
2
0
1
9
9
0
0
e
0
0
-
-
-
9

102

102

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
9
9
0
0
9
0
-
0
6
0
0
0
0
0
9
4

4
0
0
0t
9
a
0
0
0
0
0
_
0
0
A
0
0
0
0
e
0
1
0
0
0
e
9
e
-
-
-
0

I

I

0
9
4
-
3

ft

0
0
0
0
0
9
0
9
4
4
0
0
2
1

6
5

I

4
-
0
0
0
0
I

0
0
i
4
0

0
9
0
0
0
2
1

e
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
-
-
-
0

47

47

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1986.

E-65
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Table EC1
PERCENT OF CHILDREN 3 2I-YEARS OLD SERVED IN D'FFERENT EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS

DURINC SCHOOL YEAR 196 1985

STATE

DEAF-8LIND

REGULAR RESOURCE SEPARATE
CLASS ROOM _CLASS-

PUBLIC
SEPARATE
_SCHOOL-
FACILITY

ERCENT

PRIVATE
SEPARATE _PUBLIC
-SCNOCIL RES:DENTIAL
FACILITY FACILiTY

PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL

FACILITY
CORRECTION

NOWEBOUND/
HOSPITAL_
ENVIRONMENT

ALABAMA 29.17 - 78.83 OO _ __ _ _ _,ALASKA_ 0.00 .0 108.00 0.80 9.0e 8.88 8.8i 0.00 0.60ARIZONA - - -- - i - - - - -ARKANSAS .00 7986 _4.64 1.99 18.54 0.66 0.66 0.00 265CALIFORNIA 12.88 1.27 80.00 - 0.00 __ - (Lee 7COLORADO _ _ 1.25 2.50 12.50 25.00 9.09 55.00 9.08 0.00 3.75CONNECTICUT 16.13 9.09 _9.89 -9.89 0.00 0.0e 54.55 0.00 --DELAWARE 0.60 5.7i 17.14 77.14 0.00 -0.89 (Lee 0.00 0.00DISTRICT OF COLUMMIA 8.00 4.08 4-06 48.57 2.86 25:71 2.66 0.08 8.80FLORIDA 8.611 COO 11.67 80.33 0.99 0.02 000 0.80GEORGIA 0.60 19.23 11.54 _7.69 0.00
_0.08
61.54 9.06 0.00 0.00HAWAII 6.49 6.90 66.67 33.33 9:90 0.0e 8.80 8.08 8.801DAmD

_ _, - -- - _ _ -ILLINOIS 1.06 1.08 25A11 29.83 2.i5 38.71 2.15 8.00 8.88INDIANA 0.00 6.08 -0.00 198.99 8.00 -OAK 0.90 0.98 (Lee40wA 0.64 6.60 42.19 -- 9.40 57.81 __, _ _- 9.90KANSAS 0.00 _1.47 29.59 16.80 13.24 50.02 0.80 8.06 15.88KENTUCKY- 5.66 35.29 11.76 17:85 0.06 15.1113 8.80 0.89 23:53LOUISIANA 8.80 0.68 35.29 35.29 8.89 29.44 _- 9.8e 8.00mA1NE- 8.00 .00 180.00 8.08 0.08 0.89 9.99 0.00 8.eeMARYLAND-- I 97 0.00 1.94 6.74 0.90 80.41 9.09 8.00 1:94MASSACHUSETTS 8.27 66.92 18.89 8.75 3:81 1.58 9.09 0.08 0.75MICHIGAN_ _ _,, - _- __ _...

r - - -MINNESOTA- 1.09 20.75 18:98 32.08 _- Ie;c - 0.80 9.43MISSISSIPPI 0.80 50.00 0.00 6.09 8.00 -0.08 0.90 0.08 50.00MISSOURI 0.00 4.07 78.84 0.09 5.61 12.15 0.00 0.80 0.93mONTANA 25.06 5:58 13.09 13.89 0 00 38.5' 0.99 8.80 11.11NEBRASKA - - - - - - -
_- _

- - - , -- - -HEW HAMPSHIRE 8.00 18:111 10.40 9.09 9.09 .14 45:45 0.00 0.0eNEW JERSEY 0.06 8.80 3.09 4.12 4.12 o . 9.09 0.88 0.00NEW MEIJC0 0.06 8.88 12.12 0.00 8.88 0.00 8.80 0.08mrw y011oci_ 11.43, 8.82 12.50 7.35 19.12 8. 42.05 6:00 P.74NORTM CAROLINA 6.89 COO 10 34 13:79 19.34 85.:2 0.90 8.00 8.130MORTM DAKOTA 3.45 -- -3.45 93.10 , 8.80 0.0e e.ee 0.0001110 5:56 COO 27.78 81.11 8.80 6.80 41.88 9.90 5.560KLP.RINA 0.00 8.25 5000 0.00 28:83 14.50 0 00 8.08 8.3353.65 23.08 19.23 3;65 0.00 0.ee 0.08 - 0.00RENNsYLVANIA 800 2.78 2.70 27.63 13.51 _0.00 -.!'A 05 0.88 8.88PUERTO RIC° 8.80 OO 3.74 67.29 1.87 15.87o 2.80 8.00 8.41RHODE ISLAND- 8.33 040 8.33 0:00 58.33 -8.80 25.88 8.88 0.0eSOUTH CAROLINA 9.99 0.60 55.56 22.22 8.00 22.22 8.00 (Lee e.fieSOUTH DAKOTA 0.1141 15:38 0.80 9.99 7.69 70.92 0.00 0.00 8.8eTENNESSEE 4.05 8.78 4.05 18:7e 8.80 75.88 OM 0.90 2.70TEXAS 0.63 37.19 4.90 21:49 1.85 31.40 1.65 0.08 0.83UTAH__ 0.08 -0.08 -2.33 97.87 8.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 8.00VERmoNT 0.88 25A10 59.08 -0.90 0.e0 -0.00 25.e9 0.00 8.08VIRGINIA-- 0.48 27.91 4.85 23:28 0.00 41.86 0.00 2.33 0.00WASHINGTON__ -COO -0.88 8.88 1 - 13.04 8896 0.0e 0.e0 0.0eWCST V-IN..71HIA 13.33 28.87 -0.98 0.88 8.80 00.00 0.00 8.00 0.08WISCONSIN CH 9.96 58.88 COO 9.60 44.90 0.00 0.00 0.00WYOMING _______ 27.78 66.87 2.78 9.9F 9.80 2.78 0.00 0 00 0.00AMERICAN SAMOA 8.08 0.90 9.98 100.404 0.00 9.00 0:00 0.00GUAM 6.08 0.30 8.08 109 de 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.88NORTHERH_MARIANAS r - - - - - 7 -TRUST_TERRITORIES - - r r _ - - -VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - r - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS _r - - - - - -
U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 4.36 15.02 22.72 1921. 4.88 27:39 4.38 0.-04 2.0'
SO STATES. D.C. 4 P.R. 4.33 15.08 22.01 18.9 4.90 27.49 4.38 0.04 2.02

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1968.

E-66
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Tab lc EDI

NUMBER OF SPECIAL-EDUCATION-TEACHERS EMPLOYED AND NEEDED
FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

eff HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STATE

ALL

NEEDED_

LEARNING SPEECH_ _ MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY
+-----RETARDED----+ +----DISTuRBED-----4

EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED

4 -CONDITIONS---+

EMPLOYED

+-----DISABLED----+ +-----imPAIRED----+

EMPLOYED EMPLOYED NEEDED NEEDED_ _NEEDED

ALABAmA 4,539 451 1,137 171 425 -3 2.262 169 323 77
ALASKA_ _ 769 134 _ 426 _76 taa 27 _al 14 _39 14
ARIZONA 3.363 280 1.598 141 388 30 550 39 363 28
ARKANSAS 2.692 277 1.117 III 419 46 949 89 -aa 6
CALIFORNIA 16992 0 10.04e 0 428 0 3.106 0 962 6
COLORADO 3.495 3 1.289 2 301 _l 659 e 652 _0
CONNECTICUT 3.884 201 i.765 74 565 41 2Z3 15 485 43
DELAWARE 1.165 86 552 36 -72 2 183 16 264 24
DISTRICT OF coLumelA 665 42 235 8 116 a 116 6 94
FLORIDA 9.720 966 3.036 274 1,396 al 2.236 228 2.034 321
GEORGIA 6.517 1.495 1.715 344 763 176 2.044 383 1,388 488
hAwAli
IDAHO-

_ 809
1.021

_12
222

429
561

3
0

128
121

6
e

116
236

2
_L,

43
_37

0
_e

ILLINOIS 16.438 iv 5.177 32 1;976 31 3.348 23 2.360 40
INDIANA 6.247 659 2094 177 769 80 2.244 248 609 77
IOWA 5;144 451 2;046 231 594 12 1;262 79 625 76
KANSAS- 3.033 -56 838 16 ale 4 539 0 413 22
KENTUCKY_ 3.480 454 1.993 177 463 43 1.107 162 251 27
LOUISIANA 6;907 1;816 2;931 964 1;891 69 1,357 407 692 266
MAINE 2.952 53 849 _20 222 _e 745 _8 410 20
MARYLAND 5.668 266 2.551 108 984 36 935 62 514 25
MASSACHUSETTS 638? 427 2;255 154 1,469 -98 1,354 -90 875 59
MICHIGAN 10.992 1,515 3;082 402 1,325 176 3;1E11 516 2072, 212
MINNESOTA- 6.124 106 2.759 35 902 i 1.562 11 586 40
MIrSI5S!PPI 2.906 152 1.307 -54 431 37 1.057 46 25 2
MISSOURI n.420 606 2.294 252 938 149 1,347 121 641 53
MONTANA 942 4 - 0 - 8 e - 0
NEBRASKA 1 717 5 649 -0 325 5 554 e 109 8
NEVADA- 877 116 515 59 141 15 112 23 60 5
NEw MAMP56,RE 1.102 -79 479 15 192 I:, 197 8 _ 139 _7NEW JERSEY 11.40 406 4.733 168 1.817 58 1.847 i2 1.730 42
NEW MEXICO 1:287 359 654 144 492 112 193 -36 257 35
NEW YORK 27.244 4.383 7;24 1.252 2;368 318 2;799 384 5.047 cm
NORTM CAROLINA 5.698 477 1.962 116 678 75 2,046 13e 547 102
NORTM DAKOTA 876 177 273 -38 2rS 16 256 4 41 10
0H10 13.171 564 4;771 133 1;122 53 4;929 110 963 131
1KLAMOMA 3.249 239 1.424 93 378 33 1;022 67 153 23
'OREGON 1;586 109 586 -36 503 24 393 30 98 8
?ENNSYLVANI, 11;328 600 3871 224 1420 as 3.224 147 1,572 107
PUEhT0 RICO 1,932 -e lea c 37 0 1.208 8 109 8
RHODE ISLAND i.102 22 880 10 133 112 1 73 5
SOUTH CAROLIAA t;t ' 955 1,153 361 507

_3
104 1.629 294 364 113

SOUTH DAKOTA 1 , 182 - 0 - e - e - 0
TENVES"11 4.615 125 2;084 75 775 10 1,025 26 169 _3
TEXAS 17862 387 8.368 29 5;516 42 1,554 50 1.144 157
UlAM 2;004 141 616 42 214 16 205 24 444 38
VERMONT 494 39 171 e _2 28 221 2 _35 _0
VIRGIN1A__ 5.925 155 2;840 51 759 19 1.165 7 598 46
WASHINGTON 3.747 479 i.669 285 415 e7 946 109 182 61
WEST-VIRGINIA 2.880 1.296 1,019 548 405 14.1 957 34e 259 :01
WISCONSIV 6,228 654 1,947 278 1.234 -9 1,456 18 1,061 272
WYOMING 766 82 406 31 124 10 101 6 65 9
AMERICAN SAMOA 29 _4 _5 1 2 0 15 2 0 0
GUAM lea 33 52 10 12 8 71 20 4 0
NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - 7- - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - 7 - 7 - - - -
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAiRS e

_-
97 - 26 - 20 23 - 18

U.S. & INSUIAR AREAS ',Sift 22;652 192.395 7,800 36.612 2,511 61.832 4.671 32.027 4;322

50 STATES, D.C. St P.R. 274;326 22;718 102;338 7,763 36.598 2.' 61,746 4,626 32.023 4,304

TME TOTAL FTE-FOR-TME U:S. t-INSULtR AREAS AND TME 50 STATES.
D.C.; AND PaRTO_RICO_MAY_NOT_EOUAL-THE-SUM OF TME
U. INFLoLAR AREAS BECAUEZ OF nouoiNe.

'HE TOTALS MAY_NOI SUM BECAUSE SLIN,4 STATEZ ONLY REPORTED-TIALS
I ,41 TEAWAS IN'TEAD OF ft5reeTIN0 OY imelvieuac CATIGORIES:

DAT/. AS Di OCY;4136R I. 1996.



Tatift

'ECIALEDUCATiON TEACHERS EMPLOYED AND NEEDED
FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1984-1985

BY WANDICAPPINC CONDITION

STATE

HARD .7-s-,114.9!IOG

4.-MULTIKANDICAPPED+

EWPLOYED NEEDED

7...4.THO4FDICALLY OTHER -

'4:EDE.

L SUALLYHA I CAPPED+

DAPLOY'D

4-------. DEAF-----i

twrLono NEEDED

+-----i/. 41RE0----+ +-----IMPA

EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPL_QtED NEEDED

'LABAMA
AASKA_
A41ZONA_

:L,IFORNIA
0000050 _
1NNECTICUT

%4LAWARE
OISTRICT Of COCUMOIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
10401
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA_
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACNUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MASSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKAKura_
wrn rumrsmixt
NEW JERSEY
MEW MEY'10
MEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OH10

65
26
150
77

454
150
56
31
=13
319
25$
25
_45
730
107
157
_06
350
291
_61
1$2
60
426
177
33
-

_,
60
22
-18
264
55
970

3i
323
76
_07
532
Be
_26
126
--

_67
213
113
_26
193
115
02
-

21
1

6
"!

-
-

_

7.902

7.905

4
4
la
4
e
0
2
2
6

12
38
6

'22
_3
13
7

_2
16
16
5
2
6

67
3
2
19
0
0
3
e
e
4

130
7
4

11
3

_a
25
0

_3
25
6
2

24
1

0
0
7
19
1
2
1

6
-
-
...

6

773

772

122
29
149
40

776
247

4
$

35
=
4
23

_-4
179
160
134
659
100
117
316
462
146
246
0
9
I

-
34
-44
787
59

1.276
174
-

524
135
26
323
246
13
88
---
143
288
167
119
216
191

3
-

25
4

14
...

-
-
-

0.637

0.619

a
5
9

11
0
0
4
2
a
0
0
1

0
_5
22
40
:a
16
15
-0
20
9
2
to

0
0
0
0
3
2

31
10

101
25
_6
54
17

1

13
6
0
7
0
-2
16
_9
-9
32
16
4
0
9
0
3
-
-..

-
10

618

605

38
10
25
_5

460
64
40
33
-9

190
65
_32

e
333
78

266
44
20
65
149
06
79
_-_-

52
7

7e
-
-
7
5

90
13

233
59
_34
444
27

137
187
11

-2
67

83
228
38
7

52
36
46
44
12
0
1

-

-
-

4,240

4,239

5
1

1

0
0
0
1

1

:0
17
32
0
0
a
7
e
0
4

35
e
3
5
0
2
4
8
0
0
A

e
2
5

31
3
7
s
e
3
3
a

-e
22
0
2
15
6
0
0
1

11

3
3
e
e
-
,-

7
0

243

243

31
_4
00
--6
236

e
15
-2
23

342
155
,
e-
4

_e
21

-43
233
200
56
aa

305
28

0
0

-
-
a
0

184
-63

6,954
122
13
_e
Jo

' 0
_0
12
46
62
-

164
462

9
:7
29
172
31
-
5
0
2
-
-
7-

10;445

10.443

16

0
e
0
i

4
la
9
0
0
e

21
0
2

-4
25
0
1

6
49
12
9
0
0
0
4
1

A

1.0

o
0
0
a
0
1

a
0
4

I,
1
9
e
3

14
e
e
e
0
-

e

1,299

1.299

_6
60
30

145
37
20
11

_13
153
107
10
12

262
68
51
40
45
101
10

106
-38
132
55

4
23-
23

7
15
33

-18
35::

52
15
95
14

30
168
35

7
76
_,

45
108
77
A
75
16
58
49

7
0
1

-
-

-
2.995

2.994

3
2
a
5
0
e
1

1

_2
14
24
0
0
e

14
e
4
5

19
e
7

3
42
2
7

4
e
e
0
3
e
e

40
*

2
6
2
1

14

0
e

18
0
1

le
4

0
e
e

16
3
1

0
0
-
-

e

296

296

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUER10_111100_
MOE 1SLANO
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH__DAXOTA
TENNESSEE
TFLAS
UYAII___
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WESTAIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STA1ES. D.C. P.R.

THE TOTAL FTE-FOR THE 11,-.S.ALIMSUCAR_AREAS AND THE 50 STATES.
D.C..-AND-PUERTO RICO MAY Nor mum. THE_SUM OF THE
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS BECAUSE OF ROUNDING.

THE TOTALS MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE SOME STATES ONLY REPORTED v7.741.3
FOR TEACS/RS INSTEAD OF REPORTING BY INDIVIDUAL CATEGORIES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1066.

E=68



TaNc EDI

'sPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS EMPLOYED
A,..) NEEDED FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1004-11/85

Or HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STATE

+----DEAF-BLIND---+

EMPLOYED NEEDED

ALABAMA 3
ALASKA 2
4AJECINA1 1

ARKANSAS I

CALIFORNIA 31
coL00400- 5
CONNECTICUT 0
DELAWARE 9
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 6
FLORIDA 9
GEORGIA 1

NAWAlI I
IDAHO- 0
ILLINOIS _
INDIANA 5
IONA
xAmsAs__

11

KENTUCKY 0
LOUISIANA 9
MAINE--- 5
MARYLAND_ 9
MASSACHUSETTS 6
MICHIGAN e
MINNESOTA_ 3
MISSISSIPPI 0
MISSOURI 15
MONTANA_ -
NEBRASKA ,
HEIADA- 0
NEW HAsOSHIRE 5
NEW JERSEY 16
NEW MEXICO 1
NEW-YORK-- e
NORTH CAROLINA 4
KORTH DAKOTA 5
ONIO 0
OKLAHOMA le
OREGON _6
PENNSYLVANIA 15
PUERTO RICO- le
RHODE _ISLAND e
SOUTH CAROLINA 1
SOUIV-DAKOTA -
TENNESSEE 30
TEXA$ 75
UTAh 41
VERMONT- 1

VIRGINIA _4
WASHINGTON 13
WEST_VIRGINIA 10
WISCONSIN 4
WYOMING 0
AMERICAN SAMOA 2
GUAM 1

NORTHERN MARIANAS .!-

TRUST-TERRITORIES -
VIRGIN_ISLANDS -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. 0 INSULAR AREAS 396

50 STATES. D.C. A P.R. 393

2
0
0
0
S
a
i
1
0
0
0
0
e
0
0
e
0
0
0
e
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
3
e
1

1
e
0
1

0
4

0
0
if

e
2
e
0
13
3
0
0
e
1

9
0
0
0
-
-
-
0

36

36

INE_TOTAL FIE FOR THE U,S, A INSULAR AREAS-AND THE
50 STATES, D.C. ;_AND_PUERTO_RICO_MAY MOT_TOUAL THE
SUM OF THE U.S. A INSULAR AREAS BECAUSE OF ROUNDING.

THE TOTALS MAY NOT SUM BECALM SOME_STAIES ONLY
REPORTED TOTALS FOR TEACHERS ENSTEAD OF REPORTING
eY INDIVIDUAL CATEGORIES.

DATA AS OF GCTOEIER 1; 1966.

E-69 574



Mh1-c ED2

SCNOOL_STAFF_OTMER_TMAN_SPECIAL EDuCATION-TEACMERS EmPLOYED AND

STATE

NEEDED TO SERvE HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

SCHOOL_
+--soCIAL WORKERS-+

NEEDED EMPLOYED NETLDED

FDR

OCCUPATIONAL

SCHOOL YEAR

NEEDED

1984-85

RECREATIONAL

mEEDED_

PHYSICAL
+----THERAPiSTS-74.

NEEDED

3

2

1

0

1
4

6
0
4
15
0
e

20
29
4
2
4
e
10
16
2

13
e
4

3
2
0
2

4

13
i

9
1

15

1
4

5

0

9
10
5

0
10
4

0
0

28
8
1

1

-7

e
_
-

7

284

277

+----ALL

ENPLOYED EMPLOYED EMPLOYED EmpoyEo
ALABAMA
ALASKA-
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
C ONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA__
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
mAINE
MARYLAMr
MASSAC1A;-t
NICHJGAw
miNNESOTM
NISSISSfr-
MISSOURI
mOmTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEw tu-1.,_SHIRE
NEW -3EY
NEW mtx1C0
NEW TOPE
NCRTM CAROLINA
NORTM OUGTA
01410

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO_RU_:.

RmODE ISLANO
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TExAS
UTAML _
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
wASHiNGTON
WEST_VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRuST_TERRITORIES
vIRGIN_ISLANDS
BuR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. 8 INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. 0 P.R.

2;986
096

2.599
_ 849

27.9t1
2.940
1 ,842
798
884

9,996
4199
897
888

14232
6;706
3,192
3.159
2;645
9,946
2,667
4;884
5,950
7.848
4944
1;216
2,713
624

1 ;934
588

11,762
13,988
2;549
14.749
4.361
L 820
5.995
1.976
3;816

ITT319
1246
3;047

724
3,819

12;860
1 ,06a

767
5;233
3;436

::7231
7136

24
185

_

-.

---
779

226,821

225;033

18
62

289
67
9
-9

224
54
_33
251
403
15
-0

-02
552
33
-29
244
139
178
292
300
918
--2
133
41
12
_ii

40
131
393
17
8

376
__a
312
112
lee
361
-9

-le
415
led

3
189
116
3

:Le
574
185
22
85
0
9
_
.1-

-
139

9.144

8.805

29
3

77
3

223
288
325
11
46

287
228
44
36

1,157
128
220
99
14$
21e
108
I0 4

460
029
345
33
60
5

13
_2
31

983
47
-

73
41
60
48
21

iaa
79
69
64
,8
75

168
89
il

304
30
6

348
45

1

3
-
_

_77

18

8.027

8.013

0
9
4
8
0
0

28
8
2
6
12
9
it
la
17
9
1

3
_0
le
7

13
169

8
5
0
2
0
0
e

34
-
,
14

i
0
2
7
2
9
2
19
5
9
0
3
0
0
9
1

3
3-
0
-
_

.7

7

397

390

19
20
31
4

31
136
29
15
12

127
44
21
le

212
73
58
38
28
72
_14
118
-49
251
141

2
40
_4
14
-6
69

104
84
--
76
32
157
19
24

124
_a
II

18
-8
25

128
12
_5
asl

107
10

150
24
0
4
-
-
,'

3

2.886

2.979

e
2
6
2

e
4

3
11

i
5
7

a
_8
13
16
2
2
4
0

10
11
5

27
9
2
4

3
0
2
AS
II

e

-
15
2
17

1

1

4

i

3
7

2
_13

15
4

0
9

45
3
3
3

-
0
r
-
'7"

4

293

21'0

2
2
i

2
e

10
A
2
7

-0
26
e

-6
37
55
13
--
19
6
3

le
0
0
4
9
0

2
e
1

14
19

3

28
3

24
2
_5

146
1

_e
97
0
15
45

1

2
3
e
9
-
e
e
2
-
7
-
1

616

613

0
0
e

9
9
e
6
0
9
-
s
e
e
-
2
0
0
e
e
0

le
4
0
e

e
0
0
e
0
2
_

-
A

0
e
9
0
e
8
e
3

e
e
4
0
C
0
e
0
0
0
7
0
_
7-

2

42

40

_7
27
13

-6
31
46
27

9
7

79
52
17

1

157
80
43
24
40
36
17
85
29
154
49
12
27
6

23
7

:3
112
55

64
27
21
30
24
137

e
14
21
30
60
42
13
3

78
79
24

170
2
0
4

-
-

'7

4

2.234

2,226

TME TOTAL FTE FONT THE_U-S--k-INSULAR AREAS AND TmE 50
STATES, O.C.8 PUERTO RICO_MAY_NOT_EOUAL TME Sum OF TmE STATES
ANO INSULAR AREAS 8ECAUSE_OF ROUNDING.

THE TOTALS MAY NOT SUM SECAUSE SOME-STATES ONLY REPORTED TOTALSFoR ALL STAFF INSTEAD OF REPORTING BY INDIVIDUAL CATEGORIES.

DATA AS Of ocropeelt 1. 1086
.



Tatft D2

SCHOOL STAFF OTHER THAN SPECIAL EDUCA7ION-TE4c,rFei EmPLOYED AND
NEEDED TO SERVE HANDICAPPED CHILDREN FOR SCHO(IL: YEAR 1984-85

PHYSICAL
EDUCAT4ON SUPERVISDASt NON- INMS:TIOKAL__

4TEACHER AIDESI- +-----TEACHERS-4 +ADmINIST6ATORS--4 1--7--STAFF 4- +PSYCHOLOGISTS--

STATE EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED NEEDED EmPLOYED NEEDE:

0
5
16

4
0
0

24
3
3
7

17
2
e
5

29
4

1

8
e
3
7

18
11
_0
10
0

2
e
/

-9
35
2

27
4
45
5
3

31
5
0

31
1

0
5
6
0
0

52
25
9
2

;
-
-
-
7

586

AL48441A
ALASKA_
AP'7DNA
Alt, - ;AS

,:lot.5..,Aco
: CTIcuT
DELAKARE
31STRICT nF COLUmBiA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
JONA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
mAINE
mARYLAND
UASSACHuSETTS
mtCHIGAN
MINNESOTA-
mISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
mONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
par JERSEY
NEw MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH cARGoNA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PuERTO CON
RHODE ISLAND-
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
vERmONT
viRGINIA--
WASHINGTON
WEST vIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
auAw
N1.RINE8m_mARII
TROST_IERRITOF.t
v;6,7IN ISLANDS
OUP. OF iNDIAA -.

U.S. & INSULAR .

50 STATES. D.C. A

958 _4 76
461 39 4

1,290 224 50
204 35 __2

17954 0 411
1.450 -0 9

295 118 32
386 22 is

_ 131 12 18

4.218 147 125
1.949 358 44

320 0 7

517 0 -2

6.758 __3 109
2;068 lea 46
1.323 0 13

2.378 16 _21
1039 133 105
1.280 9 299

796 _4 _16

2: i55 ,11 107
3.334 2=5 94
4,646 345 -73
2,593 0 159

447 ..9 13
1.827 9 9
425 0 9
807 0 0

348 26 10

767 -72 -30
3;692 172 213
1.610 - 5

6,727 -- --
2.238 189 20
_ 361 0 8

2,266 133
613 54 .:3

1.121 1_01 Jit

5;130 221 I,:

658 1 43
45:! _1 91

1;463 258 116
540 61 27

2,000 is 130
8;760 100 52

642 C, a

-95 0 13
2413 _0 51
2,136 '73 fit

884 94 14
1,095 _0 35

354 29 13

7 1

s a 1

- -
_ -
- -

40 7

4,006

'12;006 4,046 3-438

U.S.-4t INSULAR_AREAS-AND_THC-5.-

0
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
2
4
9
0
0
_2
13
0
I
3

-0
25
7

3
7
2
2
0
0
0
1

4
13
-
-
3

8
5
1

5
9
0
9
2
0
5
1

0
0
18
2
5
1

-
6
-
-
,
5

172

167

140
32

116
_64
425
174
125
41

168
615
366
13

_62
544
532
333
_97
186
264
197
244
:!48

503
206
146
177
39
38
-19
103
725
123

2,744
272

372
124
150
874
lee
45

226
151
210
812
74
67

225
188
113
105
26
0
3
-
-
_,
49

13,641

13,789

4
2
12
2
0
1
24
0
4
22
a
0
0
2'
5^

11

0
2

17
li
59

0
6
1

I

a
2
9
15
0
-

19

26
2

16
30
0
2

30
7

2
10

1

I

0
15
6
1

4
,-

0
-
_

4

474

470

438
219
503
175

2,103
437
356
itz

_ 284
1;770

648
220
40

2.966
2,97e

617
ea
655

3.069
725

1.471
1,111
3,1
356
104
90
3

-0
_64
272

2,469
500

3413
971

1 1 -
1;570

608
1,433
2,344

136
254
617
_e

730
978
_66
107

1.064
336
392

_
94
_6
37
-
_

120

39.593

39.430

i
_6
11
28
0
a
13
3
6
25
32
0
e
3

155
0
5
59
0
-0
40
64
67

0
15
6
1

0
1

s
14
-
_-
51
ie
28
20
12
29
2
0

20
0
0
0
,
0
-9
32
16
0
a
-
6
-
-

40

835

795

160
48

211
5

2.116
304
397
70
68

445
347
_7

107
1,076

350
347
326
_87
284
24

166
369
753
308
40
26
108
34
78
89

965
_34

2,064
250
_32
861
al

110
584
le

109
208
17

255
305
131
29

384
240
127
632
36
e

10
-

-
12

16,249

16,227

THE TO1AL FTE FOR THE
STATES D.C., k PUERTO_RiCO_MAy_NOT_EOUAL THE SUM of 11-.F sT,TES

AND INSULAR AREAS BECAUSE OF ROuNDING.

THE TOTALS 144y-NOT-sum_OECALISE SOW STATES ONLY ROW, TOTAIS
FOR ALL STAFF INSTEAD OF REPORTING SY INDIVIDUAL CATEC:c.,IES.

DATA AS OF OCT00ER 1, 1986.

E-7 1



Ta ble ED2

SCHOOL_STAFF_OTHER-THAN-SPECIAL EOUCATION TEACHERS_EMPLOYED ANONEEDED TO SERVE HANOICAPPED CHILDREN FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1984-85

VOCATIONAL
EOUCAT1ON+-DIAGNOSTIC STAFF+ +---AUD:OLOGISTS--+ +---4011101TAIINS--+

+-----TEACHERS----+ +----COUNSELORS---+
_ STATE EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED NEEMED_ EMPLOYED NEEDED EMPLOYED NEEDED.ALABAMA

ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEDAJIA
HAWAII
IDAWY
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
10WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY_
tOulSIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA-
NEBRASKA
NEVADA--
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW 4ER5EY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YORK-
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-RICO
RHODE ISLAND-
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA__
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN_MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS
BUR; OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS

SO STATES. D.C. 8 P.R.

19
14
le
64
40
-0
31
49
4

484
51
163
--5
126
27

i

9;
337
165
64
9

-60
209
80

360
Al
77
41
_39

1.505
126
_-
42
-0
46
87
62
128
_5
49
23
-3
80

1.266
10
17
82
64
73

369
74
5
0
-
-

_,
17

6,790

0.768

e
1

1

5
0
0
4
I

2
18
8
6
9
-
5
0
0
_6
30
20
2

_I
90
_8
10
18
e
0
1

-0
29
2
-

12
0
a
5
4
7
0
1
2
1

0
20
0
0
e
0
11

e
9
-
0
-
-
-
5

344

339

31
_4
11
2

147
24
9
2

_1
28
34
3

_4
42
33
73
16
-2
15
TO
32
_O
16
12
-4
10
6
0
3
1

30
11

=
33
5
31
17
12
33
2
3
a

_1

20
12
13
16
12
91
6
4
9
0
1

-

=
2

POO

964

i

0
0
0
0
0
9
0
0
e.

2
1

9
-
4
6
6
0
9
5
4
0
2
0
2
0
a
0
2
0
2
2
..,

4
0
4
0
4
_1

0
0
3
1

1

2
3
0
0
e
4
0
0
,
0
-
-
-r

1

62

61

1

14
2L
2
0

74
17
4
-3

34
22
7
2

_4.

41
lie
_,
20
30
70
60
0

-56
166

3
9
7
0
7

15
158

A

-
a

-e
222
27
aa
88
-0
14
6

-5
15
0
2

15
32
15
10
a
4
0
1

-
-
-
2

1 515

1.512

e

i
9
e
8
4
1

0
2
4

0
0
-
2
e
0
0
e
0
0
0
4
9
2
0
0
0
0
0
0

-
A

e
16
9
5
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
2
e
0
-
0
-
=
-
2

55

53

;34
_7
44
a

/0
_2

33
38
_5
209
158
7

i2
51
97
16
39

164
_58
120
162
_88
150
375
82
0
6
0
5

72
564
37

84
_33
159
94

217
164
262
15

161
35

100
465
17
23

165
66
57
305
54
2
a
-
-
-
5

5.339

5.324

0
0
4
0
0
e
3
5
1

12
a
8
0
2

19
a
e
6

ig
72
5
10
7
0
4
0
1
0
15
13
26
-
-
2
0

11
4
6
2
9
0
14
1

0
3
0
e
0
0
9
0
2
-
e

-
,
0

273

266

23
41
173

7
e
2

102
34
12

674
203
0

=Li
852
100

1

16
146
15

38R
44
11
0
_I

109
96
2
3

15
219

1;397
2

---
131
e
0

__e
517
150
--8
104
04

-11
100
0
8

282
0

19
11
10
49
0
0

!_.

-
-
6

0.284

0.276

2
4
4

2
0
0
0
2
0
-
1

0
0

2
e
1

8
0

21
3
1
0
-9
15
4
e
0
10
13
27

-
ie
,
0
9
15

1

0
0
0
e
9
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
-
0
-
_

le

158

148

THE TOTAL FTE FOR THE U.S.
IN INSULAR-AREAS-AND THE 50STATES. 0 C 8 PUERTO RICO MAY HOT_EGUAL THE SUM OF THE STATESAND INSULAR AREAS BECAUSE OF ROUNDING.

THE TOTALS MAY NOT-SUM BECAUSE SOME STATES ONLY REPORTED TOTALSFOR ALL STAFF INSTEAD OF REPORTING BY INDIVIDMAI rATEngIRIES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=72



Table ED2

SCHOOL STAFF OTHER-THAM-MICIAL
EDUCATION_TEACHERS EMPLOYED AND

NEEDED TO SERVE HANDICAPPED CHILDREN FOR

-SUPERVISORS/_
ADMINISTRATORS

SCHOOL YEAR 19114-65

+----(SEA)

STATE EMPLOYED NEEDED

AiAOAMA ill 3

ALASKA 9 9

ARIZONA- 15 3

ARKANSAS_ 4 0

CALtFORMIA 7 0

COLORADC/1- e 9
CONNECTICUT 0 e

DELAWARE -2 0

DISTRICT or COLUMBIA 15 3

FLORIDA 20
GEORGIA 30 4

HAWAII e e

IDAHO--
mutton

3
66

e

INDIANA :0 w

IOWA-- la e

KANSAS__ 6 e

KENTUCKY 13 0
LOUI-SIANA 71 6
MAINE-- le 0
MARYLAND 9 6

MASSACHUSETTS e 0

MICHIGAN- 6 6
MINNESOTA_ 20 0

MISSISSIPPI 62 e
MISSOURI 9 0
MONTANA_ 9 0

NEBRASKA 23 0
NEVADA _5 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1G 0

NEW JERSEY 92 0

NEW MEXICO 9 -

NEW YORK _1
-

NORTH CAROLINA 71 10

NORTH DAKOTA 4 1

_e 3
OKLAHOMA 15 0

OREGON 14 1

PENNSYLVANIA 26 1

PUERTO=RIO0- 16 0

RHODE ISLAND 16 0

SOUTH CAROLINA 13 4

SOUTH-DAKOTA 10 0
TENNESSEE 24 0

TEXAS e le

UTAN -2 2

VERMONT- 12 2

VIRGINIA 31 0

WASHINGTON 9 9

WEST-VIRGINIA 9 6

WISCONSIN 49 0

WYOMING 4 1

AMERICAN SAMOA 2
GUAM 3 0

NORTHERN-MARIANAS .-

TRUST TERRITORIES - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS .- -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 6 0

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 925 73

SO STATES. D.C. & P.R. 914 73

THE TOTAL FTE FOR_THE US. A -INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50
STATESi D.C.,_& PUERTO RICOHMAY-NOT-EQUAL THE SUM OF THE STATES

AND INSULAR AREAS BECAUSE OF ROUNDING;

THE TOTALS MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE SOME-STATES ONLY REPORTED TOTALS
FOR ALL STAFF INSTEAD OF REPORTING BY INDIVIDUAL CATEGORIES.

DATA AS OF OCTOIDER 1. 1906.



Table EE1

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16-YEARS AN6 OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING_THE-1984-85-SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

ALL CONDITIONS

STATE

GRADUATION

DIFLOAA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM
AGE

DROPPED
OUT- OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA 1,276 1,744 55 1:819 532 4.626ALASKA-
_ 294 42 7 113 181 549AR12ONA1 1.008 _97 88 478 562 2,833ARKANSAS_ 4,574 487 _54 _ 578 312 2.989CALIFORNIA 5,363 e 1,422 4;119 3;729 14,635COLORADO 1,515 _e la 1.122 7e3 3;356CONNECTICUT 1,881 632 189 1,100 432 4.154DELAWARE 339 112 98 277 122 948DISTR4CT OF COLUMOIA
i _63 _19 29 12 _23 __ 148FLORIDA 4,543 2,122 7 1,895 963 6,440GEORGIA 2,999 897 76 1,918 1.259 6,247HAWAII 131 141 24 126 132 556IDA.1441_ 399 187 _5 185 -89 776ILLINOIS iØ --e as _ __e 11,423 11,479INDIANA 2.824 498 231 1,287 747 5,489JOWA__ 2,848 232 14 705 874 3;893KANSAS 1,587 237 69 _ 472 499 2,766KENTUCKY 1;938 378 65 1;874 795 5,858LOUISIANA 871 1.495 192 1.442 862 4,682MAINE 584 154 58 428 e 896MARYLAND 2;975 544 i 9 555 0 4,874MASSACHUSETTS e 489 528 444 _0 4.441MICHIGAN_ 6.513 635 599 1,894 96 9,737MINNESOTA 3,278 135 9 548 --8 3,945MISSISSIPPI _ 785 1,692 69 840 312 3,618MISSOURI 2,819 699 396 2,858 709 7,242MONTANA 452 46 _17 144 155 814NEBRASKA 993 363 121 42 52 1.511NEVADA- ---- 208 166 12 -56 9 _ 441NEW HAMPSHIRE 573 _e _28 429 223 1,251NEW JERSEY 2,666 -0 23e eel -ie 3,983NEW MEXICO 785 192 49 438 327 _1,662NEW_YORK -- 6;081 1.435 4,264 2,433 14219NORTH CAROLINA 3,144 1.384 204 1,747 674 7,138NORTH DAKOTA

_ 339 -59 6 L94 75 -- 564OHIO 7.882 155 28 1,774 1,733 18,892OKLAHOMA 2.698 le 60 762 479 4.009OREGON _ 983 387 11 249 178 1.886PENNSYLVANIA 8.715 1,182 399 2,361 1,151 11;721PUERTO_RICO_ -96 0 138 666 546 1.444RHODE -ISLAND 384 69 40 211 1,326 1,958SOUTH CAROLINA 1;369 819 242 1,828 624 4,978SOUTH_DAKOTA 9 872 21 8 e _ 693TENNESSEE _ ___... -
T.- - - 5,785TEXAS 3.563 5,348 8 __O _9 8,984UTAH__ 1,887 158 71 321 98 1,727VERMONT_ 17 9 _8 -54 12

i _83VIRGINIA 1.497 1,265 88 1,597 881 5,236WASHINGTON- 1764 524 255 1,062 389 3994WEST_VIRGINIA 1.518 29 1 719 260 2;527WISCONSIN 1086 124 224 112 174 1,697minas- 367 27 9 72 187 582AMERICAN SAMOA e 9 1 1 9 _11GUAM- 59 e e 34 58 143NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - -TRUST_TERR1TORIES m. - - - - -VIRGIN_ISLANDS - - - --BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS as 16 37 64
_7
26 223

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 83,266 32,567 7;764 44.875 37,196 211;673
59 STATES. D.C. iik P.R. 83,147 32,551 7,726 44;776 37.311 211,296

SOMESTATES REPORTED-ONLY-TOTAL STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMAND DID NOT REPORT_DATA_BY_REASON
FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT; THE U:S: ANDINSULAR AREAS AND 58 STATES, D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1958.

E-74 5 7 9



Table EE1

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16_YEARS AND OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE 1984-85-SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

ALL CONDITIONS

STATE_

QRADUATION
_MOH_
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUQN

CERTIFICATION

P7ACHED
MAXImUM

AGE
DROPPED

OUT DTHER TOTAL_
_ _

ALABAMA 27:58 37.79 1.19 22.03 11.58 100.00

ALASKA_ 37.18 7.65 1.28 2056. 33:33 186:66

ARiZONA 56.76 -3.42 311 16.87 19.64 188.98

ARKANSAS 54;e9 13.82 1.66 19.59 10.73 188.88

CALIFORNIA 36.66 0.90 9.72 28.14 25.48 190.08

COLORADO 45.12 8.80 0.54 33:41 20.94 109.00

CONNECTICuT 41.56 19;11 4.34 25.26 9.42 109.00

DELAwARE _ 36.06 11.91 9.57 29.47 12.98 180.00

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 43.15 13.01 19.86 _8.22 15:75 196.99

FLORIDA 23.96 32.5 es:11 28.63 t4.95 100.00

GEORGIA 33:68 14.36 1.22 39.87 20.15 188.88

HAWAII 73.56 25.36 4.32 23.02 23.74 180:00

loAH127 L9.28 13.79 0.84 23;84 11.47 100.90

ILLINOIS _0:00 0:06 9.40 _0.60 99.51 109.00

INDIANA 51.45 7.29 4.21 23.45 13.61 100.00

IOWA__ 52.81 5.96 0.87 1811 22;45 198.99

KANSAS 54.48 6.57 2.1.7 12.06 17.72 190.00

KENTUCKY_ 38:38 _7.49 1.29 32.1i 15.74 106.00

LOUISIANA 18.69 30.01 2.18 39.80 18;41 100:66

MAtNE 62.95 17.19 6.47 13;39 9.99 109.89

MARYLAND 73.02 13,35 0.98 13.62 9.99 188.88

MASSACHUSETTS _9.99 32.55 36.64 30.11 0.00 100.00

MICHIGAN 88.89 6.52 6.15 19.45 0:94 108.99

MINNESOTA- 82.89 _3:42 8.08 13.69 0.06 190.00

MISSISSIPPI 19:49 48.77 1.01 23.22 8.62 100.00

MISSOURI 38.94 9.65 4.23 39.46 10;62 189:60

MONTANA 55.53 =5.65 2:09 12.89 19.04 188.98

NEBRASKA 65:72 20.95 8.91_ 12.78 3.44 196.00

NEVADA 47.17 37.64 0.45 12.70 -2.94 100;00

NEw HAMPsHIRE 45.73 0.99 2.23 34:24 17.89 199.00

NEW JERSEY 23:43 6:09 6.65 20.52 I0.00 190.00

NEW MEXICO 47.23 8.14 0.80 26.35 19.68 186.00

NEw YORK -- 42.79 19.19 29.99 1712 196;66

NORTH CAROLINA 44.10 19.09 2:86 24.50 4.45 108.0e

NORTH DAKOTA 58:51 10.46 1.08 16.87 13.39 109.09

OHIO 85.49 1.45 0.26 16.59 18.21 190:00

OKLAHOMA 67.30 -0.25 1.58 19:91 11.95 100.99

OREGON 54.43 21;43 0.61 13.79 9.25 190.00

PENNSYLVANIA 57.32 19.08 2.84 29.14 -9.82 100.00

PUERTO-RICO -6.65 8.89 9.42 46.12 3781 196.89

RHODE ISLAND- 15.59 _3.54 2.05 10.82 88.98 190.00

SOUTH CAROLINA 33.56 29.96 5.93 25.21 15.38 190.00

SOUTH_DAKOTA 8.88 97.65 2.35 8.80 8:88 108:88

TENNESSEE 11 _ - - - 109.98

TEXAS 49:25 59.75 9.90 19.00 8.00 190.00

UTAH_ 62.94 9.15 4.11 18.59 -5.21 180;00

VERMONT- 20.48 -0.99 0:00 6506 14.46 189.90

VIRGINIA-- 28.58 24:15 1.68 28.77 16.82 190.00

WASHINGTON 44.17 13.12 8.38 26.59 -9.74 100.00

WEST VIRGINIA 80.97 1.15 -0.04 28:18 18:85 196.99

WISCONSIN 82.82 7:31 13.26 _6.60 18.98 199.00

WYOMING 63.88 4.84 1.55 12.37 18.38 100.00

AMERICAN SAMOA 0.09 0.08 9.09 -9.89 aim 199:60

GUAM 41.28 0.00 080 23.78 34.97 190.00

HORTHERNAMARIANAS - - 7 -

TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - - -

VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - - -

BuR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 35.87 7.17 18.59 26.70 11.86 190.00

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS 39.35 15.39 3.87 21.20 17.87 190.90

50 STATES; D.C. k P.R. 39.35 15.41 3.66 21.19 17.86 1e9.00

SOME STATES REPORTED-ONLY-TOTAL-STuDENTS EXITING_THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM AND_
DID NOT_REPORT_DATA BY REASON_FOR EXIT-AS A RESULT, THE PROPORTIONS FOR THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50 STATES, D.C. AND PuERTO RICO WILL NDT SUM TO 108 PERCENT:

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988.

E-75
5.3o



Table EE1

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND OLDER-EXITING:THE EDUCATIZinAL 7.r:STEM
DURING-TNE-1964-85-SCNOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

LEARNING DISABLED

STATE

GRADUATION
-WITH
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM
AGE

DROPPED
00T- OTHER_ TOTAL

ALABAMA 785 140 3 248 100 1,276ALASKA_ 164 33 -4 91 149 _ 441AR1ZOPIA 1;068 _52 11 307 338 1;776ARKANSAS 848 156 22 294 146 1,465CALIFORNIA 3,806 0 34 2;223 2;270 6,333COLORADO 722 -9 0 475 59 1;256CONNECTICUT 1,245 461 1 353 165 2,231DELAWARE 198 39 12r_ 42 442DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Lill
_09
--8 a le le _ _litFLORIDA 717 399 0 717 134 1;67/GEORGIA 1,394 144 2 754 578 2,782KNITAII ---90 95 9 _62 32 208IDAHO-- 254 37 0 135 : 484ILLINOIS

i JAI _0 7 --0
_46

5,729 5,736INDIANA 1,231 31 0 447 285 1,994-IOWA-- 1,163 23 8 253 254 1,701KANSAS- 678 28 2 208 215 1.129KENTUCKY- 674 35 2 76e 211 1,890LOUISIANA 670 430 3 741 356 2206MAINE _ 243 _50 10 44 e 347MARYLAND-- 2,048 121 0 336 0 2,505MASSACHUSETTS i i_e 164 166 157 0 509micelaw 3;749 0 e 1,151 96 4;996MINNESOTA-- 1,935 _II 0 469 -0 2,395MISSISSIPPI 504 623 1 366 150 1,664MISSOURI 1,235 24 e 744 182 2,105MONTANA- 325 _21 1 99 111 557NEBRASKA 792 181 0 31 36 1,040NEVADA-- 164 100 0 -22 _7 302NEW HAMPSHIRE 400 9 -2 266 139 807NEW _JERSEY 1,611 0 19 160 _iti 1,950NEW 'Armco 465 -34 e 239 171 _ 929NEW-YORK - 3,166 139 2,181 1,049 6;557NORTH CAROLINA 2,112 207 22 886 294 3,603NORTH DAKOTA 146 45 :0 52 =40 _ 253OHIO 2397 130 14 470 057 3;568OKLAHOMA 1.5ee le 10 459 240 2,290OREGON 662 317 1 196 142 1,316PENNSYLVANIA :;209 84 6 1.030 498 4827PUERTO-RICO- :12 _e 0 -59 -86 157RHOOE ISLAND 231 -12 _4 115 872 1,234SOUTH CAROLINA 616 146 47 398 195 1,314SOUTH-DAKOTA 0 ses 2 9 0 365TENNESSEE - - ... .7. 3,145TEXAS 2720 3,266 0 0 _0 6,096UTAH 414 25 3 76 II 529VERMONT- e e _e =27 2 37VIRGINIA_ 1,025 357 30 252 240 1,904WASHINGTON 1,569 359 30 822 344 3,124wur_vocimIA 800 3 1 270 91 1,253WISCONSIN 496 0 0 se _0 546WYOMING 224 8 1 47 74 354AMERICAN SAMOA _0 0 9 -0 0 eGUAM 23 0 0 20 31 74NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - -7 .7. -TRUST TERRITORIES
... - - - -VIRGINISLANDS - .7- - -- -OUR. OF INDIAN AFFMRS 56

_..7

13 8 30 22 129
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 47,943 11962 689 10.651 16.813 100,203
60 STATES; D.C. & P;R; 47;664 11,949 6611 19.601 16:760 108;000

SOME_ STATES REPORTED-ONLY TOTAL-STUDENTS-EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
ANO DID NOT_REPORT DATA-BY-REASON FOR EX1T AS A RESULT; THE U.S. AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES, D.C; AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN:

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1960.

E-76
531



Table EE1

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS I6-YEARS AND-OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
OURING_THE_1984-85_SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR _EXIT

LFARNING DISABLED

STATE

GRADUATION
WITH

DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM

AGE
DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALA9AMA 61.52 19.97 0.24 19.44 _7.04 100.00

ALASKA- 37.t9 7.48 091 20.63 33.79 190.00

ARIZONA- 6014 _2.93 0.62 17.29 19.93 190.00

ARKANSAS_ 57.86 10.65 1.50 19.86 10.10 190.00

CAL.FORNIA 45.67 9.90 0.41 26.68 2724 190.00

CULORADO 57;48 0.00 0.00 37.62 4.70 190.0e

CONNECTICUT 55.80 20.66 0.31 15.82 7.40 190.00

DELAWARE 44.50 11.31 6.79 27.60 _950 lee:e0
DISTRICT OF COLUMOIA 56.02 988 7;41 1235 12.35 ;wee
FLORIDA 3820 16.40 040 38.20 7.14 190.00

GEORGIA 46.67 5.18 0.01 27.10 29.78 190;00

HAWAII 31.25 32.99 3.13 21.53 11;11 100.00

IDAHO 52.10 7:84 9.00 27.89 1%98 190.00

ILLINOIS _0.00 0.09 0.12 0.09 99.88 100.00

INDIANA 61.74 1.55 0.90 22.42 1429 100.00
IOWA-- 68.37 1.35 047 1487 14.93 100.00

KANSAS_ 69.05 2..9 0.18 16.42 19.04 190.00

KENTUCKY 46.24 1.65 0.11 49.63 11.15 19000
LOUISIANA 39.71 19.47 0.14 3356 1612 190.00

MAINE 70.03 1441 2.88 12.68 0.00 190.00

MARYLAND 61.76 4.83 0.00 13.41 0.90 100.00

MASSACHUSETTS 8.90 32.22 36.94 30.84 000 100.00

MiCHIGAN 75.04 000 000 23.04 1.92 100.00

MINNESOTA_ 89.79 _0.00 0.0e 19.21 0.00 190.09
MISSISSIPPI 30.29 37.44 0.00 23.20 0.91 100.00

MISSOURI 56.52 1.10 0;90 34;05 _8.33 190.00
MONTANA_ 58;35 3.77 0.18 17.77 19.93 190.00

NEBRASKA _ 76.15 17.40 0.00 2.98 3.46 109.00
NEVADA 54.30 36.99 0.00 _728 _232 109.00
NEW HAMPSHIRE 49.57 0;00 0.25 32.90 17.22 100.00

NEW 4ERSEY 91.01 0.00 0.95 8.04 0.00 199.00

NEW MEXICO 52.21 3.66 9.90 25.73 18.41 100:00

NEW YORK - 4862 2;12 33.26 16.00 100.00

NORTH CAROLINA 58.62 7.97 0.61 24.65 8.16 190.00

NORTH DAKOTA 57.71 5.93 9.99 20.55 15.81 100.00
OHIO-- 67.18 3.54 0;39 13;17 15.61 190.00
OKLAHOMA 69;00 _0.44 9.44 19.65 10.48 190.00
OREGON 50.23 24.05 0.08 14.87 10.77 100.00
PENNSYLVANIA 66.48 1.74 0.12 21;34 1032 100.00

PUERTO_RICO_ _7:64 0.00 0.00 37.58 54.78 100.00
RHODE ISLAND_ 18.72 0.97 0.32 9.32 70.66 190.00

SOUTH CAkOLINA 46.08 11.26 3.58 23.44 1484 100;00
SOUTH-DAKOTA 0.00 99;45 0.55 0.09 0.00 109.00

TENNESSEE - a _ _ _ 100.00

TEXAS 45.29 54.71 9.00 -9.00 0.00 190:90
UTAH 78.26 4.73 0;57 14;37 2.08 100.00
VERMONT_ 21.62 0.90 0.00 72.9', 5.41 100.00

VIRGINIA 53.63 18.75 1.58 13.24 17.61 190:00
WASHINGTON-- 50.22 11_.49 096 26;31 11.01 190.90
WEST__VIRGINIA 70;23 8.24 0.08 22.19 7.26 100.00
WISCONSIN 00.84 8.90 9.00 9.16 -0.00 100.00
WYOMING ta.20 2.28 0.28 1328 20;90 190.00

AMERICAN SAMOA - - - - - _

GUAM 31.08 0.00 0.00 27.03 41.89 1e0.00
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - - -
VIRGIN_ISLANDS - - - - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 43.41 10.08 6.20 23.26 1705 19000

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 47.65 tt.94 0.69 19.61 16.78 100.00

50 STATES, O.C. & P.R. 47.66 11.95 0.68 19.60 16.76 100.00

SONE STATES_BERORTED ONLY-TOTAL STUDENTS Err:INC-THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM-AND-
DID NOT REPORT DATA-BY REASON-FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT-r-THE_PROPORTIONS FOR THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50 STATES, D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E-77

582



Table EEI

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 18 YEARS AND OLDER__EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DUR1NG-THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

STATE

SPEECH IMPAIRED

GRADUATION GRADUATION REACHED
WITH THROUGH MAXIMUM DROPPED
DIPLOMA CERTIFICATION ACE OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA 20 55 1 28 3 197ALASKA_ -4 e e e _5 --9ARIZONA 46 3 2 _3 59 115ARKANSAS 34 3 0 -5 13 56CALIFORNIA 265 e 0 133 132 538COLORADO 36 0 e 54 21 111CONNECTICUT 57 e e 55 17 124DELAWARE 2 1 e 0 0 3DISIRICT OF COLUMBIA --I 4) e e e 11 1FLORIDA 438 120 0 105 129 792aemciA 79 42 4 18 54 180KNIVAII es 2 0 2 2 12IDAHO 9 2 e 2 ii _14ILLINOIS _e e e e 456 455INDIANA 327 20 3 92 25 468IONA_ _12 4 e 2 18 25KANSAS 158 8 0 -a 49 202KENTUCKY- 48 2 e 25 28 101LOUISIANA 23 7 e 58 43 129MAINE- _7 -7 1 2 0 _17MARYLAND 258 23 -a 36 e 317MASSACHUSETTS e 105 122 188 0 339MICHIGAN 232 0 e 0 e 232MINNESOTA 90 -0 0 0 e 98MISSISSIPPI 36 50 3 38 28 153MISSOURI 187 e e 65 79 311MONTANA 12 -I 1 3 e 17NEORASKA 27 23 0 0 e 58NEVADA 15 1 0 2 4 19New HAMPSHIRE _I3 e 0 5 a _21NEW JERSEY 112 0 4 0 -0 115NEW MEXICO 99 3 2 26 23 146NEW-YORK -- 614 e 458 457 1 526NORTH CAROLINA 32 a 11 31 19 101NORTH DAKOTA 39 2 1 4 6 43OHIO 134 e 0 e 15 149OKLAHOMA 21 io 0 0 le 31OREGON 32 12 a 6 3 53PENNSYLVANIA 641 67 55 91 112 956PUERTO RICO _4 e e 12 4 26RHODE ISLAND 10 0 0 3 25 3eSOUTH CAROLINA 49 8 1 24 22 104SOUTH DAKOTA 0 15 0 0 0 _45TENNESSEE - - - 7 - 178TEXAS 57 22 0 0 0 79UTAH 15 e e 1 0 idVERMONT- 0 -8 0 i 0 _1VIRGINIA-- 113 24 e 4 19 151WASHINGTON -- - - --WEST VIRGINIA 15 9 0 0 3 27WISCONSIN 49 0 0 e 8 55WYOMING 29 1 8 1 1 23AMERICAN SAMOA e 0 0 d 0 0CUM. 0 0 e 0 0 aNORTNERWMARIANAS - 7 - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - , - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS - -- - - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 0 0 12 5 8 17
U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 3;1130 1253 223 1,505 1.871 8,850
se STATES; D.C; * P.R. 3;039 1.253 211 1;500 1071 8.843

SONE-STATES REPORTED ONLY-TOTAL STUDENTS EXITING TNE_EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMAND_DID MOT REPORT-DATA-BY-REASON FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT:, THE U:S. AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES; D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SuM TO THE TOTALS SNOW:.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1. 1988.

E-78

533



Table EE1

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS_AND_OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

SPEECH IMPAIRED

_STATE

GRADUATION
WITH_
DipLOmA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM

AGE
DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAmA 18.89 51;40 0.93 26.17 2.80 100.00

ALASKA_ 44.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 55.56 199.99

AR1ZONA 41.74 2.61 1.74 -2.81 51:30 locea
ARKANSAS- 60:71 5.38 0:00 10;71 23.21 100.00

CALIFORNIA 50.00 0.90 0.00 25.09 24.91 100.00

COLORADO 32.43 0.00 0.08 48.65 18.92 100.08

CONNECTICUT 44.19 10.08 0:80 42.64 13.18 100.00
DELAwARE 68.87 33.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 100.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 -9.00 100.00

FLORIDA 55.39 45.15 9:80 13:28 16.29 100.00

GEORGIA 37:23 22.34 2.13 9.57 28.72 100.00

HAWAII 50.00 16.67 0.00 16.67 16.67 199.09

IDAHO- 64.29 14.20 0.00 14.29 7:14 100.00
ILLINOIS _0.90 0.00 0:00 _0.00 100.00 100.00
INDIANA 69.87 4.27 0.64 19.66 5.56 100.00

10WA 48.80 4.00 0.00 8.90 40.00 180.88
KANSAS-- 77:23 0.00 0.00 _2.97 19.80 104:90
KENTUCKY_ 45.54 1.98 0.00 24.75 27.72 100.00

LOUISIANA 17.83 5.43 0.00 43.41 33.33 100.0e
mA1NE--- 41.18 41.16 585 11:76 cola 100.00
MARYLAND 81.39 7.28 0.00 11.36 0.09 100.00

MASSACHUSETTS -8.00 32.73 36.97 30.30 0.00 199.99
MICHIGAN 180.90 9.99 0.00 0.80 8:00 100.00
miNNESOTA__ 180.00 _0.98 cee _cee _0.00 100.00
MISSISSIPPI 23.53 32.68 1.96 23.53 18.30 100.00
MISSOURI 53.70 0.00 0.00 20.90 25.48 180.88
mONTANA- 70:59 -5.88 5.88 17.85 0.00 100.00
NEBRASKA 54.00 46.00 0.00 -0.00 e.ee 100.00
NEVADA- 78.95 5.26 0.00 10.53 -5.26 100:09
NEW HAMPSHIRE 38.10 0.00 0.08 23:81 38:10 100.00
NEN JERSEY 96.55 0.00 3.45 _0.00 0.00 199.99

NEW MEXICO 61.64 2.05 1.37 19.18 15.74 199.99
NEW YORK - 49.04 -0.00 30.81 29.95 100:00
NORTH CAROLINA 31:88 7.92 10:89 39.69 mat 100.00
NORTH DAKOTA 69.77 4.65 2.33 9.30 13.95 100.00
011ie 89.93 0.00 0.09 0.09 10.07 188.80
OKLAHOMA 8774 -0:00' 0:80 _0:08 32.28 100.00
OREGON 89.38 22.64 0.00 11.32 5.68 100.00
PENNSYLVANtA 66.36 6.94 5.89 9.42 11.59 100.09
PUERTO RICO- 29.90 0.00 0.08 88.08 20:00 100.00
RHODE ISLAND_ 28:32 0:00 0.00 _7.09 65.79 100.00
SOUTH CAROLINA 47.12 7.69 0.96 23.08 21.15 108.00
SOUTH DAKOTA 0.80 100.00 0.00 0.00 0:88 190:00
TENNESSEE - - - - - 100.00
TEXAS 72.15 27.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 100.00
UTAH 93.75 0.00 0.00 -6.25 9.00 109.00
VERMONT -0.00 -0.00 0:00 lee:ee e:oe 100.00
VIRGINIA 74.83 15.89 0.09 2.65 6.62 100.00
WASHINGTON - - - _ - -
WEST VIRGINIA 55.56 33.33 0.90 0.80 11:11 imeo
WISCONSIN 89.99 0.00 0:00 0.00 10.91 100.00
WYOMING 86.94 4.35 0.00 4.35 4.35 100.00
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - - -
GUAM - - - - - -
NORTNERN_MARIANAS , - - - -
TRUST-TERR1TORIES - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - -

_

- - - -
BUR: OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 0.80 0:00 70.59 29.41 0.00 10940

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 43.23 14.14 2.52 16.99 2,.12 100.88

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 43.31 14.17 2.39 16.96 21.18 100.00

SOME STATES-REPORTED-ONLY TOTAL-STUDENTS-EXITING-THE EDUCATIONAL-SYSTEM AND
DID NOT_REPORT_DATA BY REASON FOR EXIT: AS A RESULT. THE PROPORTIONS FOR_THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 190 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986:



Tabic EEL

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND OLDER_EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING-THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REAsON FOR EXIT

MENTALLY RETARDED

STATE__

GRADUATION
-WITH
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM

AGE
DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA 347 1,498 41 713 179 2;778ALASKA -24 -5 _1 :8 7 -46ARIZONA 229 -17 56 _50 _47 401ARKANSAS- 032 231 -23 249 140 1.275CALIFORNIA 806 e 945 925 706 3.102ODLORADO 310 0 11 193 184 688CONNECTICUT _9 tie 121 133 54 397DELAWARE I 51 45 37 44 11 191DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 10 -le 12 _1 --5 38ftee4m _28 13472 0 563 326 23387GEORGIA 242 592 ft 485 229 1;656HAWAII -0 24 9 31 57 121IDAHO 80 61 -0 31 19 196ILLINOIS 0 __a -28 0 2.099 2;127INDIANA 1.054 270 191 618 325 2.458IOWA 030 107 14 238 245 1,262KANSAS- 468 _40 5 29 28 810KENTUCKY_ 673 308 51 833 303 2.360LOUISIANA -57 042 04 435 181 1.599MAINE- 200 -37 33 27 0 297MARYLAND 34e 173 :10 69 0 610MASSACHUSETTS -0 _09 113 -94 0 396MICHIGAN- 456 627 535 250 0 1,eeeMINNESOTA- 550 135 0 -0 0 685MISSISSIPPI 133 989 _60 393 120 1;695MISSOURI 248 595 297 13879 205 3.782MONTANA 50 10 6 20 15 182NEBRASKA A) 23 102 4 2 131NEYA0A_- -7 27 2 _7 0 -43NE0 HAMPSHIRE _13 4 22 46 22 163NEN JERSEY 251 _s 162 160 _6 573MEW MEXICO 117 :50 --7 -67 47 2eeNEW-YORK - 604 410 548 273 1,915NORTH CAROLINA 706 936 111 ele 1616 2;550NORTH DAKOTA 118 31 3 --_9 : 182ON-10 3.959 25 _0 1.143 702 5.761OKLAHOMA 990 -9 50 295 208 1.535CAREGONI_ ___i_ 122 _27 --i la 1,5 _ 173PENNSYLVANIA 2.959 962 219 702 214 4;156puERTO R1C0 52 -0 00 524 342 987RHODE ISLAN9- Is _38 -22 25 95 - 198Ovrm CAROLINA 512 553 169 550 281 2;065SOUTH DAKOTA e 289 12 0 0 308TENNESSEE - i - - _- , 1,376TEXAS 215 1.066 AI -0 0 1.381UTAH 152 64 33 33 15 302VERMONT 4 -10 10 20 .5 29VIRGINIA_ -72 761 48 786 520 2.195WASHINGTON 150 105 165 __e 15 415VEST-ViRGINIA 514 -14 0 328 133 989WISCONSIN 304 123 212 22 154 BISWYOMING 34 14 3 8 9 68AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 e 0 0 9CAM 31 e e 11 18 60NORTHERN_MAR1ANAS - - - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - -
.,- --BUR; OF INDIA* AFFAIRS 17 3 9

_-_-

13 4 46
U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 18.593 14;151 4,588 14.162 8,833 61.703
50 STATES; D.C. 41 PAL 103.545 14.148 4,579 143138 8.802 61.588

SOME_STATE; REPORTED ONLY TOTALSTUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMAND DID NOT_REPORT DATA_SY-REASON FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT, THE U.S, ANDINSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES, 0.C1 AND PUE7.70 RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN.
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1086.

E-80
-0



Table EEI

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16 yEARS_AND_OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE 1964-05 sCHOOL YEAR

OY REASON FoR EXIT

MENTALLY RETARDED

STATE

GRADUATION
WITH_
DIPLOmA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM
AGE

DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAmA 12.49 5392 1.411 25.67 6.44 109.09

ALASKA_ 5217 16.0 4.35 17.39 15.22 109.09

ARJZONA_ 57.11 4.0 14.46 12.47 1172 100.00

ARKANSAS 49.57 18.12 _1:69 19.53 10.98 100.09

CALIFORNIA 19;84 0.99 29.70 29.07 22.19 160.90

COLORADO 50.99 -0.90 -1.61 16.94 39.16 100.09

-..ONNECTICUT -2.27 20.15 39;46 33:59 13.69 100.00

DELAWARE 26.70 2513 19.37 23.04 5.76 190.09

DISTRICT OF COLUNBIA 26.32 26.32 31.58 -2.63 13.16 109.00

FLORIDA 1.09 61.67 9.09 23.59 1366 100.09

GEORGIA 17.03 35;75 4.11 29.29 13.63 160.08

HAWAII _0:08 19.63 7.44 25.62 47.11 109.00

IDANO 40.82 31.12 2.55 15.82 _9:69 100.00

ILLINOIS -0.00 _0.00 1.32 _.09 96.68 100.06

INDIANA 4288 18.98 7.77 25.14 13.22 100.08

IOWA_ 49.92 13.23 t.11 18.70 17.04 100.00

KANSAS se.ee -0.50 .82 12.95 12.79 100.00

KENTUCKY_ 36;87 1301 2.15 35.18 12.80 i96.06

LOUISIANA -3.56 52.66 5.25 27.29 11.32 100.90

MAtNE 67.34 12.46 ii.t1 _9.09 cee 100.09

MARYLAND 57.65 28:36 000 14.59 0.00 199.09

MASSACHUSETTS _0;00 32.35 39.93 36.72 0.09 109.90

MICHIGAN 24.41 33.57 26.64 13.38 0:00 100.00

MINNESOTA- 60.29 19.71 000 _COO 0.09 106.08

MISSISSIPPI _7:65 58.35 3.54 23.19 7.96 190.09

MISSOURI 19.73 15.73 7.85 49.68 _7.01 108.80

MONTANA 48.73 14.95 _561 16:69 14.92 166.00

NEBRASKA _cow 17.56 77.66 -3.85 1.53 196.09

NEVADA 16.28 62.79 4.65 16.28 -0.96 196.00

NEW HAMPSHIRE 44.79 .99 13.56 28.22 1359 199.90

NEW JERSEY 43:60 _000 26.27 27.92 0.00 190.08

NEw MEXICO 48.62 17.36 2.43 23.26 16.32 109.99

NEW-YORK - 35.72 21.41 26.62 1426 100.90

NORTH CAROLINA 27.69 36.71 4.39 23.92 7.29 100.08

NORTH DAKOTA 64:84 17.83 1.65 11.54 4.95 190.00

OHIO 68.72 0.43 0.09 16.66 12.19 190.00

OKLAHOMA 64.50 :6.09 3.26 1922 13.93 190.00

OREGON 11

PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-RICO
RHODE ISLAINI--
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH_
vERmONT-
vIRGINIA___
wASHINGTON

7852
49.54
5.27
19.69
24.79
9.90

--
1653
51.99
13.79
_3;28
34.48

15.61
23.15
-0.80
19:19
26.76
93.63

-
63.47
21.19
-9.69
34:67
24.14

9.58
5.27

-6.99
11.11
6.16
6.17

_9.00
10.93
e.ee
_2.19
37.93

16.49
16.69
53.09
12.63
26.63
0.00

-
-0.09
10.93
68;97
35.81
-0.69

2.89
-5.15
34.65
47.98
13.61
ces

-
9.90
14.97
17.24
24.95
3.45

190.08
iee.ee
lowee
100.0e
lee.ee
lee.ee
lee.ee
lee.ee
lecee
lee.ee
lee.ee
100.00

efST VIRGINIA 51.97 1.42 -0.00 33:16 13:45 100.09

WiSCONSIN 3/.30 15.09 Mel _2.70 16.90 199.90

WyOMING 58.29 20.59 4.41 11.76 13.24 199.60

AMERICAN SAMOA 0.00 0.0e 0.00 -6.00 160.00 100.90

GuAm 51.67 0.06 9.99 16:33 39.00 190.09

NORTHERWMARIANAS - , - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS ii :-

_-- - - -
BUR. OF iNDIAN AFFAIRS 36.96 6:52 19.57 28.26 8.70 193.09

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 30.13 22.93 7.44 22.95 14.32 109.00

50 STATES; D.C. & P:R: 30:11 22.97 7.43 22.96 14.29 199.08

SOME STATES REPORTED ONLY-TOTAL STUDENTs-EXITING-THE EDUCATIONAL-SYSTEM AND
DID NOT-REPORT-DATA-BY REASON-FOR EXIT:_AS A _RESULT; THE PROPORTIONS FOR_THE
U.S. AND INSULA AREAS AND THE 50 STATES; D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO le0 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.

E;81
536



Libre EE1

NuMMER OF STUDENTS 16_YEARS AND OLDER-UJUNG THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
OURINC_THE_1984-05_SCHOOL YEAR

0 REASON FOR EXIT

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

STATE

GRADUATION GRADUATION
WITM_ THROUGH--
DIPLMA_ CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM
ACE

DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS__
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO-
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLumBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO--
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
-IOWA--
KIJISAS_:-
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE--
MARYLAND_
MASSACNUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA-
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YORK--
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH OAKOTA
OHIO--
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PuERTO-RICO-
RHOOE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS_
UTAH-
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST__VINGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NoRTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
ViROIN_ISLANDS
pug. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

59 STATES. D.C. * P.M.

39
_2
103
--4
113
266
411
di
_3
09

359
_11

15
-9

_SO
175
179
82
54
70
173
_0

1.036
550
__4
107
12

184
12
54

519
53
-

SO
11
56
29
_80
449
-0
13
05
e

---
215
410
-2

159
6

48
95
73
0
6
1_...

7

4

7.161

7.157

0
_0
16

1

0
9

200
19
1

106
65
a
2
-9
15
27

155
-2
57
33
48
03
9
0
5
0
5

71
12
9
0

_ii
900
41
2
9
0

-0
38
9
8

38
65
--

440
50
0

54
15
3
e
3
9
0
-

-
9

2,659

2;889

0
0
4
0

68
0

51
3
9
0
2
e

_1
21
21
_4
39
0
5
6
9

73
0
e
2
0
e
0
9
_9
17

_ 0

386
20
1

14
0
4
0
0
5

11

0
-
e

17
e
3
15
0
0
1

9
9
-
-
-_-

2

794

792

22
11

101
T1

153
441
596
1001
175
642
11
18
_0

-79
209
162
217
140
19
39
61

493
es
e

121
13
15
25

110
481
91

774
103
15

126
17
13

502
-0
56

132
e

0
205
_5

447
225
61
40
15
e
3
-
-
-

12

7;396

7,381

234
15
75
_4

145
357
166
68
7

313
379
12
8

2.680
19
343
135
223
224

0
9
0
0
e

_7
190
16
8
0
47
_e
77

194
130
16

139
20
a

278
-0

124
111
9

_e
60
-2
81
0
20
0

21
0
0
-
-
,
0

7.016

7.016

303
28

361
_20

1 479
1,064
1.394

250
12

674
1,447

28
41

2;701
263
758
652
584
4ee
128
252
197

2,129
630
_24
418
46

188
_49
211

1.017
222

2.320
454
_45
335
66

121
1,275

8
206
376
65

655
742
--9
735
255
139
138
113

0
3
r
-
_
18

25,245

25,224

SOME_STATES REPORTED-ONLY-TOTAL-STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMAND DID NOT REPORT_DATA_OY_REASON FOR EXITAS-A-REsULT. THE U.S. AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTAL WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN.

DATA AS OF OCTORER I. 1986:

E-82

537



Table EEl

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND-OLDER EWING ThE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING-THE-1984-85_SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FoR EXIT

EMOTIONALLY DISTUROED

STATE

GRADUATION
wfTii
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
mAXImUM
AGE

DROPPED
OUT OTHER _:TOTAL_

- --
ALAOAMA 12.87 1.98 0.90 -7.26 77.69 100.00
ALASKA 7.14 0.80 0:00 39.29 53.57 100.00
ARIZONA_ 45:15 4.99 1.11 27.98 20.70 100.00

ARKANSAS_ 20.00 5.00 6.00 55.00 20.00 i90.00

CALIFORNIA 23.59 6.00 14.20 31.94 30:27 10009
COLORADO-- 25:00 _9:00 0;00 41;45 33.55 100.00
CONNECTICUT 29.48 18.65 3.00 36.39 11.91 100.00

DELAWARE 24.49 4.00 1.20 43.29 27.20 100:00
DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA 25.00 _8:33 0:99 _8:33 5833 180.00
FLOOIDA 11:67 15.73 COO 25.96 46.44 109.09
GEoRGIA 24.81 4.49 0.14 44.37 26.19 180.00
HAWAII -0.90 17.86 8.60 39:29 42:86 180.00
IDAHO 36:59 4:80 COO 39.02 19.51 100.00
ILLIMOIS 0.00 0.00 4.78 -0.09 99.22 109.90

INDIANA 39.42 5.70 7.96 30.04 25.86 100:09
40WA-- 23.09 =3.56 0:53 27:57 45:25 109.90
KANSAs__ 26.97 23.77 4.60 24.05 20.7' 109.00
KENTUCKY 12.39 -0.40 0.00 43.06 44.25 109.00

LOUISIANA 11.87 41.60 1;92 30:33 45:90 109:09
MAINE-- 54:69 25.78 4.69 14.84 0.00 100.00
MARYLAND 68.65 15.87 0.00 15.48 0.00 199.9C
MASSACHUSETTS 0.09 31.96 37.06 30.96 9.00 100:00
MICHI-GAN- 76:04 OO 0:00 23:16 9:90 109.90
MINNESOTA_ 87.39 _0.00 0.00 12.79 9.99 100.00
MISSISSIPPI 16.67 29.83 8.33 25.00 29.17 109.00
MISSOURI 25.68 _s:es 9.00 28.95 45:45 100.90
MONTANA_ 26.09 19.87 COO 28.26 34.78 100.90

NEBRASKA 55.32 37.77 0.00 2.66 4.26 100.99
NEVADA 24.49 24.49 0.09 51.92 _0.00 109:00
NEW HAMPSHIRE 25:59 0.09 0.00 52.13 22.27 100.06
NEW JERSEY 51.83 0.00 1.67 47.30 9.99 100.00
NEW MEXICO 23.87 9.45 0.00 49.99 34.68 108.00
NEW YORK - 41.64 16:64 33:36 _8:36 100.98
NORTH CAROLINA 17.62 9.03 4.41 40.31 20.63 100.00
NORTH DAKOTA 24.44 4.44 2.22 33.33 35.56 190.00

0010 16.72 9.99 4.40 37:61 41.49 109:00
OKLAHOMA 43:94 9;99 0.00 25.76 39.30 100.00
00EOON 72.73 6.61 3.31 10.74 6.61 109.90
PENNSYLVANIA 35.22 2.98 0.63 -39.37 21.80 100:00
PUERTO_R100_ 0:09 0:00 0:00 ,00:00 _8:90 100.90
RhoDE _ISLAND_ _0.31 3.00 2.4$ 27.18 69.19 108.90
SOUTH CAROLINA 22.87 9.57 2.93 35.ii 29.52 100.00
SOUTH-DAKOTA 0.90 100.08 0.00 0:00 0.90 109:00
TENNESSEE 1 - - - - - 100.00
TEXAS 32.82 67.18 COO -9.00 0.00 108.90
UTAH 55.26 6.74 2.29 27.63 =0.09 190:00
VERMONT- 22:22 0.00 9:00 55:56 22.22 100.90
VIRGINIA__ 20.41 7.35 0.41 69.82 11.02 100.0e
WASHINGTON 4.00 5.88 5.66 88.24 -0.90 100.00
WEST-VIRGINIA 33.09 2.16 0:00 43:88 29.86 100;90
WIsCONSIN 71.01 0.00 0.00 28.99 0.60 100.90
WYOMING 94.60 2.65 0.06 13.27 10.56 100.0e
AMERICAN SAMOA -- _-. _- - - -
GUAM 0.09 Lee e.es leces 0.0e 100.0e
moonless mAsiANAs - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - - - - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 22.22 COP 11.11 66.67 0.00 109.90

U.S. 4 INSULAR AREAS 28.37 18:65 3.15 29:39 27:79 109.90

58 STATES, D.C. a P.R. 28.37 19.66 3.14 29.26 27.81 100.80

SOME_STATES=REPORTED_ONLY_TOTAL_STUDENTS ExiTING_THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM AND_
DID NOT REPoRT_DATA_BY REASON_FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT. THE PROPORTIoNS FOR THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50 STATES, D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1986:

030
E-83



Ta 111-c FE1

NumgUt OF STJDNP.; 16 YEARS AND OLDER_EXITINL: THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE i984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

HARD OF HEARING & DEAF

STATE

GRADUATION
W17h
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAX/MUM

AGE
DROPPED

OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRiCT oF CoLumgIA
FLORIDA
MORGIA
LANAI!
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA--
KANSAS__
KENTuCKY
taluISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEw HAMPSHIRE
NEw JERSEY
NEw MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OH40
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO-
MOE ISLAND_
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAWLL
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
wAsNINGTON-
WEST__VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
moRTNERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN_ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R.

18
3

55
_24
II')

0
28
16
0

33
36
21
15
_0
64
25
39
46
23
16
45
_0

200
45
to

223
24
49
8

17
20
12

10;
_6

'207
34
10

197
16
1/
66
_e

---
104

A
71
15
23
35
3
e
5

-
-
8

2.336

2.333

B
3
e
3
0
a
7
0
e

42
32
9
a
0
4
0
0

-0
10

iT
45
le
5
e
13

5
e
2
9
e
e

4
TO
28
1

e
e
2
4
e
7

44
24
-

163
1
e
,9
0
e
0
g
e
e
-
-
-
0

605

605

0
I

_1

-7
37
0
4

0
e
7

0
4
0
e
0
e
3
6
0
1
0
3
g
e
2
e
1

0
8
0
4
0

43
2
0
a
0
2
0
4

2
0
e

e
LI

e
e
e
0
4
0
0
e
-
_
-
e

141

141

0
_0
11

7

128
_6
17
3

_0
15
6

1 i

0
0

28
2
a
8
II

12
11

7
0
e

14
5
1

2
0
2
0
3

51
5
1

39
0
2

12
35
5
a
0
-
0
i
1

7
0
1
0
0
0
0
-
_
_
e

488

488

2
0
8
1

114
19
9
0
-0
14

8
8
1

70
9

15
6
3
5
8
0
0
0
0
3
5
4

e
1

1

e
1

40
3
e

26
7

1

22
34
9
4

0
,
e
0
7
9
e
8
0
0
0
0
-
_
_
6

474

474

28
-7
75

_44
459
106
65
21
0

IT1
62
53
16
70

125
42
56
65
58
36
97
20

205
45
48

238
30
53
18
20
24
17

204
143

a
272
41
17

235
94
_48
124
24
.57

287
20
_3

106
15
30
39
3
e
5
-
_
-
0

4.101

4,096

SOME STATES REPORTED_ONLY-TOTAL-STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL STSTEM
AND DID NOT REPORT DATA_BY REASON FOR EXIT. AS A_REsuLT, THE u.s AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 sTATEs, D.C. AND PUERTO Rico TOTALS RILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHowN.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986

E-84

r7u,
dOd



Table EE I

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16_YEARS AND OLDER EXITING
DURING THE 1984-84 SCH00!

BY REASON FOR EXIT

KARD OF HEARING A DEAF

GRADUATION GRADUATI-ON REACHED
WITH_ THROUGH mAXIMUm

STATE _ _DIPLOMA_ CERTIFICATION AG

THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
YEAR

DROPPED
000T- :74ER TOTAL

ALABAmA 64.29 28.57 _0.00 0:00 7.14 108.00
ALASKA_ 42.86 42.88 14.29 0.00 0.00 100.00
ARIZONA 73.33 0.90 1.33 14.67 10.67 100.00
ARKANSAS 59.09 6.82 15.91 15.91 _227 100.00
CALIFORNIA 39:22 0.00 8.06 27.89 24.84 100.00
COLORADO __ 0.00 0.00 5.66 17.92 100.08
CONNECTICUT 43.98 10.77 6.15 26.15 13.85 100:00
DELAWARE 85.71 0:00 0:00 14.29 0.00 100.00
DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA - - - -- -
FLORIDA 29.73 37.84 6.31 13.51 12.61 lee.e0
GEORGIA 43.90 39.02 0.09 _7:32 _9.76 100.00
HAWAII 39.62 16.96 7.55 20.75 14.99 100.00
IDAH0 93.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.25 100.00
ILLINOIS -0.00 0.00 cee _0.00 100.09 190:90
INDIANA 6729 3.20 0.00 22.4t _7.20 190.90
J0wA__ 59.52 9.00 9.00 4.76 35.71 100.00
KANSAS 69.64 0.00 5.36 14.29 10.71 180.00
KEN1UCKY- 70.77 _0.00 12:31 12:31 4.82 100.00
LOUISIANA 39.66 32.76 0.00 18.97 0.62 100.00
MAINE- 44.44 19.44 2.78 33.33 0.00 100.00
MARYLAND 44.33 44.33 -0.90 11.34 9:90 190:90
MASSACHUSETTS _0:00 50.08 15.00 35.90 9.90 190.00
MICHIGAN_ 97.58 2.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
MINNESOTA 100.00 -0.00 0.00 -e.ee e.ee les:ee
MISSISSIPPI 3333 27:08 4:17 29.17 6.25 100.00
massouR1 93.79 2.18 e.ee 2.19 2.19 100.00
MONTANA 80.0e 0.0e 3.33 3.33 13.33 100.00
NEBRASKA 92.45 -3.77 0.00 3:77 0:00 100.00
NEVADA 44.44 50.00 0.09 0.08 5.58 100.90
NEW HAMPSHIRE 85.00 e.ee 0.ee 10.90 5.99 100.00
NEW JERSEY 83.33 0.00 16.67 -0.0e 0.0e 100.99
NEW MEXICO 79:59 _5:88 0.00 17.65 5.88 199.90
HEW YORK - 34.31 21.08 25.00 19.61 100.00
NORTH CAROLINA 73.43 19.58 1.40 3.50 2.10 190.00
NORTH DAKOTA 75.90 12:50 0:99 12:50 0.00 100.00
OHIO 76.10 9.99 0.0e 14.34 9.56 100.00
OKLAHOMA 82.93 0.90 0.00 0.00 17.07 100.00
OREGON 58.82 11.76 11.76 11.76 sAe 190.99
PENNSYLVANIA 83:83 1.70 0.00 _5.11 _9.36 109.00
PUERTO_R_ICO 17.02 -0.09 4.26 37.23 41.49 100.80
RHOOE ISLAND 42.50 17.50 5.00 12.50 22.50 100.00
SOUTH CAROLINA 54.84 35:48 0:09 6;45 3.23 100.00
SOUTH_DAKOTA 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 lee.ee
TENNESSEE - - - -- -- 100.00
TEXAS 38.24 63.76 0.00 0:90 9:09 100:00
UTAH_ 85;00 5.00 5.00 _5.00 _9.09 190.99
VERMONT- 33.33 0.00 0.80 33.33 33.33 100.00
VIRGINIA- 66.98 17.92 0.00 6.60 8.49 180.00
WASHINGTON__ 108:00 9:00 9:99 0:00 0.00 100.00
wEST_VIRGINIA 76.67 0.00 0.00 3.33 20.00 100.00
WISCONSIN 89.74 0.00 10.26 0.00 0.90 100.00
WYOMING 100.00 9.00 0:09 0.00 0:90 100:00
AMERICAN SAm0A - - - - - _

GUAM 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - -

U.S. A INSULAR AREAS 57.01 14.75 3.44 11.85 11.56 100.00

50 STATES. D.C. A P.R. 56.98 14.77 3.44 11:87 11.57 100:90

SOME STATES REPORTED ONLY-TOTAL STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEq AND
DID NOT-REPORT DATA-BY REASON-FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT-, THE PROPORTIONS FOR THE
U:S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1986.

E=85



Tab lc EE1

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURINO-THE-1984-85-SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

MULTIHANDICAPPED

STATE

GRADUATION
WITH
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM
AGE

DROPPED
OuT OTHER TOTALi

ALABAmA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISIRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA_
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
mARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSiPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO___
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RtC0
RHODE -ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH__
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON-
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

59 STATES, D.C. & P.R.

2
3
8
-3
23
57

e
9
0
9
-
0
3
-
0

_4
10
9
0

_9
80

e
9
7.

0
24
18
6
0
_0

79
14
_-
32

1

39
20
9
5
9
0
0
0
,

11

35
0

23
e
-
39
4
0
9
-
-
,
0

528

820

25
1

2
7
e
0
a
I
6
a
-
0
1

-
42
11
10
15
25
_9
66
10
0
-,

2
42
2
2
8
e
0

10
126
24
8
0
0
0
19
0
0
2

83
-
91
15
_0

17
15
-
0
6
9
e
-
-

e

710

710

9
e

le
2

174
0
2
0
6
e
,
e
e
-
16
5

16
3
5
6
0

12
64
-
e
9
-5
13
e

-3
27

1

210
27
0
0
0
0
16
51
_0
10
0
-
0

16
0
2
15
-
0
3
e
0
-
-
-
4

738

734

1
e
i

_0
285
29
12
9
6
e
,
e
e

_-
14

e
-2
14
a
-2
27
11

e
-

_e
24
7

0
e
e
0
5

126
17
0

2e
e
0
e
a
0
4
0

-
0
5
e
2
0
-
9
0
e
e
-
-
-
2

624

622

5
2
7
A

106
38
4

0
1

e
-
14
i
--
27
32
5
1

13
0
0
0
0
-
0
19
2
0
e
-1

0
2

120
20
2

2e
2
a
1

28
0
1
0
-
0
4
1

a
0
-
e
1
e
i
-
-
-
0

502

501

42
_6
28
13

586
124
24

1

1

e
_-
14
5

_-
99
52
45
42
49
26

195
33
64
-
2

Ile
34
21

a
-4
97
32

588
120
11
70
22ie
32
87
e

17
83
38
102
75

1

52
30
-

30
a
e
1

-
-
-
6

3.140

3;133

SOME STATES REPORTED ONLY_TOTAL_STUDENTS EXILING THE EDUCATiONAL SYSTEM
AND-DID MOT REPORT DATA BY REASON FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT; THE U.S. AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 59 STATES, D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E-86 591



Tft1c EE I

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS_AND_OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DOING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

MULTIHANDICAPPED

STATE

GRADUATION
wiTH
DIPLOmA

GRADUATION
THROWN

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXImuM
-ACE-

ORCPPED
OILL OMER _ TOTAL

ALABAMA _4.76 59.52 21.43 2.38 11.90 100.00
ALASKA 50.00 16.67 0.00 0.80 33.33 180,00
ARIZONA_ 28.57 -7.14 35.71 3.57 25.00 190,00ARKANSAS 23;06 53.85 15.38 0.00 7.69 190,00
CALIFORNIA 3.91 0.00 29.59 4847 18.03 100,09
COLORADO__ 45.97 0.00 0.90 23.39 30.65 190,00
DONNECTICuT 0.00 25.00 8.33 50.00 16.67 100.00DELAWARE 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.08 -10.00 100.00DISTRICT OF COLuMBIA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 190,00
FLORIDA - - - - - -
GEORGIA - - - -
HAwAII 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100,00 190,00
IDAHO 60.00 20.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 100.09ILLINOIS - - _ - - -INDIANA 0.00 42.42 16.16 14:44 27,27 100.00
113wA_ -7.69 21.15 9.62 0.00 61.54 100:00KANSAS 22-.22 22.22 40.90 -4.44 11.1i 100.00KENTUCKY 21.43 35.71 7:14 33,33 =2.30 100.09LOUISIANA -0.00 51.02 10.20 12.24 26:53 100.00MAINE_ 34.62 34.62 23.08 7.69 0.08 100.00MARYLAND 41.03 45.13 _0.00 13,85 0.00 100.00MASSACHUSETTS 0.00 30.30 16.36 33.33 0,00 100,00MICHIGAN 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00MINNESOTA - - - - - _
MISSISSIPPI 0.00 100.90 0.00 0;00 _0.00 100.00MJSSOURI 20.34 35.59 7.63 20.34 10.10 100:00MONTANA 52:94 5.56 14.71 20.59 5.88 100.00NEBRASKA 0.00 61:90 0,00 28.57 100.00NEVADA 0.00

_9.52
100.00 e.ee _e.ee 106.60NEW HAMPSHIRE e.ee 0.00

.8.06
75.00 0.00 25.00 100.00NEW JERSEY 72.16 _0.00 27,84 -0.00 0.00 180.00EW MEXICO 43.75 31.25 3.13 15:62 _6,25 400,00NEW YORK - 21.43 35.71 21.43 21.43 100.00NORTH CAROLINA 28:67 28:00 22.50 14.17 16.67 lee.eeNORTH DAKOTA -9.09 72.73 0:90 0.00 113.18 100.00OHIO 42.86 0.00 0.80 28.57 28.57 180:00OKLAHOMA

OREGON
90,91

-
0.00

-
0.00

-
0.00

-
9.09

--
1ee.ee

-PENNSYLVANIA 15.62 31.25 50.00 0.00 3.13 100.00PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA

COO
-

0.00

0.80
-

11.76

58.62
-

58.62

9.20

3,-253
32.18

-
5,88

lee.ee
-

100.00SOUTH_DAKOTA 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00TENNESSEE - - - -
._- 100.00TEXAS 10.76 89.22 0,00 0,00 0.00 100.00UTAH 46.67 20 JO 21.33 6.67 _5,33 100;00VERMONT -0.00 -9.00 e.ee e.ee 100.00 100.00VIRGINIA- 44.23 32:69 _3,85 3.85 15.38 100.00WASHINGTON- 0.00 50.00 50.09 0,00 0.00 780.00WEST VIRGINIA - -WISCONS.IN_ 100:00 0.00 _0.00 0.00 0.00 100.90WYOMING 50.00 0.00 37.50 0.88 12.50 100.90AMERICAN SAMOA -- - - - - -GUAM 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - -TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - - -VIRGIN_ISLANDS -- -- _ - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 0:00 8.00 66.87 33.33 0.00 109.00

U:S: & INSULAR AREAS 16.02 22.61 23.50 19.87 15.99 100.00

58 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 16.65 22.66 23.43 19.65 15.99 100.00

SOME STATES_REPORTED_ONLY-TOTAL-STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM AND
DID NOT REPORT DATA_BY REASON FOR EXIT.IAS A:RESULT-THE-PROPORTIONS FOR THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 50 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=87 5 2



Tab lc EE I

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND OLDER_EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

STATE

GRADUATION
WITH
DIPLOMA

ORTHOPEDICALLY

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

IMPAIRED

REACHED
MAXIMUM

AGE-
DROPPED

OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
OALORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
40WA-
KANSAS--
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MA4NE
MARYLAND--
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA-
NEBRASKA
NEVADA-
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK-
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-RICO-
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH-
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA__
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS

58 STATES, D.C. k P.R.

11
1

le
5

147
27
7

1

2
79
16
11

4
ie

19
30
3
1
le
7

17
_8

199
30
_a
47
1

13
1

7
19
a
-

16
_5

174
119

32
58
0

__A

21
0
.,

71
19
-2
11
0

-5
21
2
0
e

-
-
1

1.205

1,204

2
8
0
0
0
e
6
0
8
7

9
5
2

o
10

e
0
9
a
e

12
5
8
e
9
e
0
1
0
e
0
1

58
ii

8
0
e

_9
la
0

:43

2$
13
--
59
e
0

la
e
e
e
1

0
e

-
-
0

293

293

0
e
1

_e
54
8
4
9
a
e
e
1
8
e
e
1

8
e
4
0
e
a
0
0
1
0
e
5
0
1

2
e

43
3
0
0
e
1

2
4
3
2
0
-
e
1

0
1

30
0
8
0
1

0
-
-
-
2

193

190

4

1

1

_e
111

9
6
0
e

66
5
11
e
0
a
2
0
3
e
4
4
5
0
0
5

10
0
0
0
e
0
_3
14
0
_1
14
0
4
9
12
e
0
0
-
e
0

0i
e
1

0
e
0
0
-
-
-
0

318

318

2
5
1

:0
93
16
4

e
e

21
3
6
0

113
5
3
2
s
6
0
e
0
e
0
1

19
0
0
0

0
e
3

29
4
0

274
0
a

21
4
6
5
e
-
0
0
0
0
0
0
a
e
0
0
-
-
-
0

665

665

19
1
21
-5

4P2
52
26
10
a

173
33
34

a
113
40
36
-5
22
34
11
33
16

199
30
24
76

1

19
1
a

21
_15
144
33
6

462
9

54
103
20
13
54
13

117
138
2e
2

31
38
6

37
3
I

0
-
-
-
3

2,791

2:787

oOME-STATES REPORTED-ONLY-TOTAL-STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
AND_DID NOT_REPORT DATA_BY REASON FOR EXIT, AS A RESULT, THE U,S, AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN,

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=88

593



Tabic EE I

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16 -YEARS AND-OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING_THE_ 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

ST4TE

GRADUATION
WITH
DIPLOMk

ORTHOPED1CALLY

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

VJPAIRED

REACHED
MAXIMUM

AGE
DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA 57.89 10.53 .88 21.05 10.53 190.00ALASKA 14.29 e.ee 0.09 14.29 71.43 100.08ARIZONA 85.71 0.98 4.76 4.76 4.76 108.08ARKANSAS 100.00 0.00 8.80 0.00 _e.ee Ifwee
FALIFORNIA 38.57 8.08 12.69 27.61 23.13 108.00COLORADO 51.92 _0:08 _0.00 17.31 38.77 188.08CONNECTICUT 26.92 19.23 15 a 23.08 15.38 100.00DELAwARE 18.88 0.88 90.80 8.80 0.90 188.88DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA 25.08 0:00 75.08 -0.00 0.00 100.80FLORIDA 45.66 _4.85 coo 38.15 12.14 180.00GEORGIA 48.48 27.27 8.80 15.15 _9.69 189.80HAWAII 32.35 14.71 2.94 32.35 17.65 109.90IDAHO- 66.67 33.33 0.09 0.08 -0.00 100.00ILLINOIS -8.00 0.88 8.98 8:80 180.60 198.80140IANA 47.50 25.00 0.90 15.88 12.50 leceeIOWA 83;33 COO 2.78 5.56 8.33 lee.esKANSAS 40.00 _9.90 CH _0.00 wee 188.88KENTUCKY_ 31.82 40.91 13.84 13.64 108.09LOUISIANA 29.41 23.53

_0.00
11.76 17.65 17.65 160.00MAINE-- 63.64 _0.08 0.00 36.36 6.08 lee.eeMARYLAND 51.52 36.36 8.00 12.12 Lee 100.00mAssAcousETTs --9.88 31.25 37.50 31.25 0.80 100.00MICHIGAN 100:00 8.00 8.80 0.00 0.00 100.00MINNESOTA 180.00 8.88 0.00 _0.90 0.80 100.00MISSISSIPPI 33.33 37.50 4.17 28.83 4.17 100.00MISSOURI _el.e4 coe 0.00 13.16 25.80 188.88MONTANA 198.00 0.08 _8.00 8.80 0.00 188.08NEBRASKA 68.42 5.26 26.32 0.80 9.00 100.08NEVADA_ _ 189.08 0.00 0.00 e.ee oAe ImeeNEW HAMPSHIRE 87.50 0.09 12.50 0.00 0.00 100.08NEW JERSEY 90.48 0.80 9.52 19.00 -8.00 100.00NEw MEXICO 53.33 6.67 0.90 20.88 20.00 100.00NEW YORK_ _- 48.28 29.86 9.72 20.14 108.00NORTH CAROLINA 45.45 33.33 9.09 -8.80 12.12 100.80NORTH DAKOTA 83.33 0.00 cee 10.67 10.88 108.89OHIO -37.66 0.88 0.00 3.03 59.31 188.98OKLAHOMA 100.00 -0:00 0.00 8.08 e.ee ImeeOREGON 50.26 16.67 1.05 7.41 14.81 100.00PENNSYLVANIA 58.31 12.62 1.94 8.74 29.39 189.88PUERTO RICO_ _0.99 8.00 20.00 60.00 20.00 100.00RHODE -ISLAND 30.77 _0.08 23.98 0.00 46.15 108.08SOUTH CAROLINA 38.89 48.15 3.79 8.89 9.26 188.88SOUTH_DAKOTA 0.00 180.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 180.00TENNESSEE - _- -- - - 199.00TEXAS 94.62 45.38 0.88 8.88 9.68 188.88UTAH__ 95.08 0.88 5.00 0.00 8.09 190.80VERMONT 198.09 -8.80 0.08 0.08 e.ee 100.00VIRGINIA 35.46 wee --323 3.23 8.e8 180.80WASHINGTON e.ee 0.80 109.80 0.90 0.00 100.00WEST VIRGINIA 83.33 0.e8 8.80 10.67 0.00 108.00WISCONSIN 56.76 0.00 21.62 6.00 21.62 100.00WYOMING- 66.67 33.33 0.80 0.09 0 08 180.09AMERICAN SAMOA e.ee 8.80 100.08 8.00 0.0 1Cv 09GuAM - - - - - -NORTHERN-MAR1ANAS - - - - - -TRUST_TERRITORIES n - -VIRGIN ISLANDS _ _- _- - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 33.33 0.00 60.07 8.0; 0.80 100.00

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 43.17 10.50 6.92 11.39 23.83 100.00

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 43.20 10.51 6.82 11.41 23.86 108.00

SOME STATES REPORTED_ONLY_ToTAL_STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCCTIONAL SYSTEM AND
DID NOT REPORT DATA BY REASON FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT. THE vROPORTIONs-FOR-THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 58 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO wILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.

E-89



Table EE1

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16 NEARS AND OLDER_EXITtNG THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

STATE

GRADUATION
IWITH_
DUPLOKA_

OTHER HEALTH

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

IMPAIRED

REACHED
MAXIMUM

AGE
DROPPED

OUT- _DTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO _
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
roRIDA
GEORGIA
KAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA__
KANSAS
KENTUCKY-
LOUISIANA
MAINEi
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
REW-YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO-
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND-
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH__
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA1-
WASHINGTON _

WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN_MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. It INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES; D.C. & P./E

13
_I
10
-2

165

Si
a
_e

137
14

7

0
1

3-6-1

_7
12
10
8
e
A
44
-

24
5
-

5
61
4

_7
31
3

.7

-61
31
-
4

11
0

_0
---
156
14
-
-8
15
17
20
5
0
0
-
-
-
2

938

936

2
0
e
0
e
7
11

0
0

66
4
,
1

e
0
7
2
4
8
9
7
7
0
0
,
e
e
-

8
e
2

340
17

e
7
0
9
-
e
0
1

7
---
106

0
-
a

30
e
6
0
e
0
-
7
-
0

639

639

0
0
e

-0
58
-
0
0
3
0
0
,
e
0
0
-
0
0
0
0
0
7
e
0
-
0
3
-
-
0
1

0
170

7

0

7
e
2
-
0
0
1
0
-
e
0
-
i
0
0
e
0
e
0
-
-
-
0

253

253

e
1

3
-2

129
7
17
e
e

137
1

-7

a

0
0

7.

7
4

36
2
7
7
0
0
,
0
0
-
-
0
0
0

ea
9

e
7
e
e
-
4
7

0
0
-
0
0
-
_4

15
22
0
i
e
0
-
....

-
e

511

511

2

_e
23
-1

133
-
13
e
e
0
2
,
0

251
I
-7-

-7
22
30
0
0
0
0
0
,
10

6
-
7
5
0
3

256
13
1
7
e
6
i7
27
198

0
0
-
0
0
I

2
30
7
3
0
e
0
-
-
-
0

1,045

1,045

17
2

36
-5

485
-

80
0
3

340
21

9
251

2
-

52
37
93
21
22
21
0

44
,

34
14
-
-

11

82
9

853
77
4
-

-0
56
-

-35
208

2
7

683
262
14
ii

21
90
46
23
6
0
0
-
-
-
2

4,049

4,047

SOME STATES REPORTED ONLY TOTAL STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIDNAL SYSTEM
AND-DIO MOT REPORT-DATA BY-REASON FOR EXIT.-AS A-RESULT, THE U.S. AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES, D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN.

C .7A AS OF OCTOBER 1986.



Table EEl
PROPORTION OF STUDFNTS 16-YEARS-AND-OLDE1 EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEm

OURING_THE.1984-85-SCHOOL YEAR
BY REASON FOR EXIT

STATE

GRADUATION

DIPLOMA

OTHER HEALTH

GRADUATION
THROUGH--

CERTIFICATION

IMPAIRED

REACHED
MAXIMUM
ACE

DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA 78.47 11.76 9.00 0.08 11.76 108.00ALASKA 50.00 0.00 6.00 50.00 0.90 199.90AR1ZONA- 27.78 9.09 0.09 -8,33 63.89 109.96ARKANSAS__ 40.00 0.09 9.99 40..80 28.89 100.00CALIFORNIA 34.02 6.06 11.96 26.69 27.42 199.90COLORADO- - - -- -- - -CONNECTICUT 48.75 13.75 0.99 21.25 18.25 160.88DELAWARE -_, -- - .r - -DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 0.00 _8.00 100.99 9.09 0.09 100.90FLORIDA 40.29 19.41 9.00 40.29 0.00 100.00GEORGIA 66.07 19.95 9.90 4.76 9.52 100.90HAWAII - -- -- -- - -IDAHO- 77.78 11;11 0.90 11.11 9.90 190.00ILLINOIS -9.99 0.90 9.99 0.90 198.99 109.00INDIANA 50,90 9.99 9.90 0.09 50.90 100:00IOWA
-_, - _ _- -- -KANSAS-- 69.23 3.85 9:00 13,46 13.46 109.90KENTUCKY 18.92 10,81 9.00 10.81 59-.46 100.60LOUISIANA 20,43 11A0 0.00 38.71 32.26 100,00MAtNEii 47.62 42,86 0,00 -9.52 0.90 100.00MARYLAND 36.36 31.82 0.00 31.82 0.00 100.09MASSACHUSETTS 0.90 33.33 33.33 33.33 0.00 100.00MICHIGAN - - -- - - -MINNESOTA_ 108.90 0.90 0.90 0.00 9.00 100.00MISSISSIPPI __ _- - - - -MISSOURI 70,59 0.00

_ _.=
-9.08 0.00 29.41 100.09MONTANA- 35.71 9.88 21.43 9.99 42.86 199.99NEBRASKA - - - - -NEVADA - -- - i __ - -NEW HAMPSHIRE 54.55 9.00 0.00

_.

0.90 45.45 199.99NEW JERSEY 98.39 -0.00 4.61 0,80 -0.00 190.09NEW MEXICO 44.44 22.22 0.00 9.09 33.33 100.00NEW-YORK - 39.66 19.93 10.20 30.01 100.08NORTH CAROLINA 49.26 22.98 9.09 !I.89 16.88 190.09NORTH DAKOTA 75.00 9.00 0.0e 0.00 25.00 190.09OHIO - - -- -OKLAHOMA 190.00 _0,09 0.00 -9.09 0.0; 190.09OREGON__ 55.36 16.97 3.57 14.29 19.71 109.09PENNSYLVANIA -- -- - - -PUERTO RICO 11.43 0.00 0.90 11.43 77.14 196.96RHOOE ISLAND 5.29 0.99 0.00 3.37 91.35 190.09SOUTH CAROLINA 0.00 59.00 50.90 0.90 0.90 190.09SOUTH DAKOTA 0,00 100.99 0.00 0.99 0.09 190.00TENNESSEE - - - -- - 100.00TEXAS -59.54 49.46 9.90 0.00 0.80 190.09UTAH 100.00 9.99 0.00 0.00 _9.00 180.00VERMONT
- _ - 199.99 189.00VIRGINIA__ 38.10 26.57 4.76 19.05 -9.52 100.09WASHINGTON 16.67 33.33 8.00 16.67 33.33 180.99WEST-VIRGINIA 36.96 0.00 0.90 47.83 15.22 199,90WISCONSIN 86.96 0.00 9.80 0.00 13.04 108.08WYOMING 83.33 0.90 9.00 16,67 0.80 100.00AMERICAN SAMOA - - - .... - -GUAM - - - - - -NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - n. - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - r - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 'twee 8.0; 8.8; 9.99 8.9; 190.90

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 23.17 15,78 6.25 12.62 25.61 180.00
50 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 23.13 15.79 e *:,!,, 12.63 25.82 100.00

SOME STATES-REPORTED ONLY-TOTAL STUDENTS EXITING_THE
DID NOT REPORT DATA-BY REASON-FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT.
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 59 STATES, D.C. AND PUL,

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=91

ONAL SYSTEM AND
'ORTIONS FOR-THE--
I WILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.



Táb lc EE1

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING-THE-1984-85-SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

STATE

GRADUATION
WITH
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXINJM

AGE
DROPPED

OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA-
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS_
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

KANSAS--
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE
NARTUND_
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MIMMESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA-
NEBRASKA
NEVAOAI111
MEW HAMPSHIRE
MEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK-
MONTH WOLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OH10-
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERNMOT_
VIRGINIA__
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA

41
2
-9
17
69
16
4
_8
-9
33
0
3
3

_0
28
9

-7
14
7
2
9

10
41
24
4

37
5
8
1

7
3
2
-

30
10
45
t

_2
100

4
-0
14
0

_-
32
_0
--
24
15
-9
13
2
9
e

-
-
9

797

707

8
9
5
1
9
0
9
2
9
9
I

1

1

9
8
0
4
2
9

-2
34
3
3
0
_t

33
t

9
9
9
9
0

34
7
9
9
9
2
2
0
2
0
7
-

49
9
-
9
e
9
9
9
9
9
-
-
-
0

222

222

I

e
1
9

46
0
0
8
9
0
0
1

0
9
9
9
0
1

1

1

0
3
9
6
9
0
0
1
9
9
9
9

25
IS

9
9
9
0
1

8
4
1

9
.,

0
9

1
9
0
9
9
9
e
-
-
,
0

194

194

3
1

1

_4

32
5
1
9

-0
27

1

0
0
0
3
1

0
2
3
a
9
2
9
9
9

10
1
0
9
0
0
2

17
4i

39
0
2

15
4
0
2
0
,
9
9

3
9
2
0
0
0
9
-
-
,
2

194

192

3

e
4
4

38
a
0
1

A
26
8
8
1

25
1

0
2
1

3
9
0
0
0
e
3
e

1
e
0
0
0
e
8
5
1

e
0
1
5
12
5
5
8
,
0
0

7
0
0
e
1

0
8
-
-
.,

0

159

159

56
L3
23
26
168
22
5
19
_0
86
2
5
_5

25
40
10
13
20
23
13
40
-8
44
24

a
se

a
9
i
7
3
4

84
46
11
75
6
7

123
28
11
22
17

21
72
6

40
15
11
13
3
0
0
-
-
,
2

1;487

1,405

CUAm
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS 1

BUR; OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. 6 INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. 6 P.R.

SOME-STATES REPORTED-ONLY-TOTAL-STUDENTS-EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
ANDDID NOT_REPORT DATA_BY REASON FOR EXIT. AS A RESULTi THE U.S. AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SUM TO THE TOTALS SHOWN.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.
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Tab 1c EE1

pRoPORTION OF STUDENTS ia yEARS_AND_OLDER EXITING-THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR_EXIT_

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

STATE

GRADUATION

DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH _

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXimuM
_AWL

DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA 73.21 14.29 i.79 -5.36 5.36 100:00ALASKA_ 66.67 0.00 Cee 33.33 -COB 180.00ARIZONA: 45.80 25.00 5.00 5.00 20.00 180.00ARKANSAS 65.38 sAss -0.80 15.38 15.30 108.00CALIFORNIA 35.71 0.08 27:38 19.05 17.88 108.08COLORADO 55.17 0.00 0.00 17:24 27.59 100.00CONNECTICUT 80.00 _0.80 0.00 20.00 0.00 10088DELAWARE 42.11 10:53 42.11 0.00 5.26 100.00DISTRICT OF COLumBIA - - - __ _- -FLORIDA 30.37 -0.0; e.me 31.49 30.23 108.08GEORGIA 0.80 18:80 -0.00 50.00 0.00 100.80HAWAII 60.00 :43.es mom 8.00 _0.00 180.001000_ _ 60.88 28.88 0.80 0.90 mem ImesILLINOIS 0.88 '8.80 0.00 0.00 100.00 180:88INDIANA 70.80 20.88 9.00 _7.50 2.50 100.00IOWA__ 90.00 0.00 0.00 10.08 0.00 100.00KANSAS 5385 30.77 0.00 0.00 15.38 180.00KENTUCKY 70.00 WAN) 5.80 10.00 5.80 180.00LOUISIANA 30.43 30.13 4.35 13.04 13.04 100.00mAiNE 15.38 15.38 7.89 61.54 8.80 100.00MARYLAND 0.80 85:90 -0.80 15.00 0.00 180:80MASSACHUSETTS -0.00 37.50 37;50 25.00 0.0e 100.80MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA

-93.18
itwee

8.82
-0.08

0.00
0.08

0:08
0.09

8.08
0.90

108.00
190.90MISSISSIPPI 50.00 12:58 8.00 0.00 37.58 100.08waSSOURI 46.25 41.25 0.90 1258 -9.80 100.00MONTANA_ 62.50 12.50 0.00 12.50 i2.50 100.00NEWASKA 88.89 0:08 ii.i1 0.00 e.ee 100:90mEmAim-____ __ 108.00 0.80 8.08 8.00 3.00 100.00NEW HAMPSHIRE 180.00 0.00 0.00 0:90 0.09 lecemNEW JERSEY 108:88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.e9 188.80mot MEXICO woe 8.08 0.00 50.00 0 00 100.09NEW YORK__ _ 40.48 29.76 20:24 _9.52 180.00NORTH CAROLINA 65:22 15.22 0.80 8.78 10.87 108.80NORTH DAKOTA 90.91 0:08 0.00 0.00 9.09 100.88LIHIO___-__ 60.00 8.80 8.80 40.00 0.00 100.00OKLAHOMA 180.88 -0.08 0.00 0.08 _000 180.00OREGON 26.57 28.57 0.80 26.57 14.29 188.80PENNSYLVANIA 81.30 1.63 0.111 12.20 4.07 180.00PUERTO_RICO_ 14.29 coo 211.57 14.29 42.86 100.00RHODE -ISLAND _0:00 10.18 36.36 0.00 45.45 100.00SOUTH CAROLINA 63.64 -0.89 4.55 9.09 22.73 100.00SOUTH_DAKOTA 0.00 100.9e eAle m.es 0.00 100.00TENNESSEE - -- - - __ 100.00TEXAS 44:44 55.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 188.00UTAH-- 100.00 9;00 0.00 0.00 0.00 180.00VERMONT_ - - - - -- -V-FRGINIA _80:00 22.50 2.50 7.50 T.58 180.80wASHINGTON 100.88 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.00 100.00WEST_VIRGINIA

muscomsim
61.62
locee

8.00
0.00

8:80
0.00

18.18
8.80

0.00
0.00

100.00
100.00WYOMING 66.67 0.00 0.00 8.00 33.33 100.08AMERICAN SAMOA _ - _ - -

!-_-GUAM - - _ - - -NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES , - - - - -VIRGIN_ISLANDS - - - - - -BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 8.08 8.88 8.00 100.80 0.00 100.50
U.S: & INSULAR AREAS 50.25 15.78 7:39 13.79 11.3e iss.00
50 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 50:32 15.86 7.40 13.67 ii.32 ime:me

SOME STATES_REPORTED-ONLy-TOTAL STUDEhTS EXITING_THE EDUCATIONAL SySTEm-ANDDID NOT REpoRT_DATA BY REASON-FOR ExiT, AS A RESULT. THE PROPORTIONS FoR THE
U.S. AND INSULARAREAS AND THE 50 STATES; D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 100 pERCENT.
DATA As OF OCTOBER I. 1986.
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Table EEI

NUMBER OF STUDENTS I8_YEARS AND OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

STATE

DURING-THE-1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR
By REASON FOR EXIT

DEAF-BLIND

GRADUATION GRADUATION REACHED
WITH THROUGH MAXIMUM
DIPLOMA CERTIFICATION AGE

DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA:
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO---
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO--
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA--
KANSAS_
KENTUCKY
LOWSIANA
MAINE_
MARYLAND_
MASSACHUSETTS
micmIcAm-
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA-
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-RICO-
RHOOE ISLAND_
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH-
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA_
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. * P.R.

0
e
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0

18
0
0
0
e
0
0
0
0
a
0
0
0
2
0
0
0-
-
I
0
-
-
1
0
-
I
4
0
4
0
0
0
-
2
0
0
0
-
9
0
0
0
a
-
-
-
0

43

43

6
0
a
0
0
a
2
0
9
0
a
0
0

a
0
3
0
1

0
a
3
0
a
0
0
0
0
-
-
a
a
-
4

2
0
-
a
1

2
a
2
e
a
,
5
3
0
e

0
1
0
e
0
-
-
-
e

43

43

e
a
0
0
9
7
e
3
2
0
0
0
6
a
a
2
2
e
a
a
0
1

e
a
0
e
a,
r
e
e
7
9
0
1
-
e
a
2
a
a
a

0
-
e
a
0
2
-
e
0
_t

e
e
-
-
-
e

41

41

6
e
a
0
e
e
a
e
0
0
4

e
a
a
a
0
a
a
e
a
0
a
0
0
0
e
0,-
0
a
7
5
a
0
-
0
e
0
e
a
0
0

0
0
0
1

-!.

17
0
e
1

a
-
-
-
a

28

27

6
a
e
0
e
4

a
e
0
a
6
I
a
a
0
2
e
0
1
0
0
a
0
e
0
0
0,-
0
e
7
1

0
e
-
0
2
0
4
0
0
0

0
a
0
0
-
0
0
0
0
a
-
-
-
0

18

18

e
0
e
0
a
6
3
3
2
0

36
1

0
a
e
7

2
1

I
0
3
1

e
2
0
e
0
_
-
i

a
-
19

3
1

-
4

7

4

6
2
0
6

7

3
e
3
-

26
I

I
1

e
-
-
-
a

174

173

SONE STATES REPORTED_ONLY_TOTAL_STUDENTS EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
AN; DID NOT REPORT DAT ey REASON FOR EXIT, AS A RESULT, THE U;S; AND
INSULAR AREAS AND 50 STATES, D.C. AND PuERTO RICO TOTALS WILL NOT SuM TO THE TOTALS SHOwN.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988:
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Table EE I

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS 16 YEARS AND-OLDER EXITING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
DURING-THE-1984-65-SCHOOL YEAR

BY REASON FOR EXIT

DEAF-BLIND

STATE

GRADUATION
-WITH
DIPLOMA

GRADUATION
THROUGH

CERTIFICATION

REACHED
MAXIMUM
AGE

DROPPED
OUT OTHER TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS

-
-
7r

-

-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-

=
-
-
-

-
-
-
-CALIFORNIA 8.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00

COLORADO _9:90 _0:08 67:50 0.00 12.50 180.00CONNECTICUT 33.33 66.67 _0.90 9.00 0:00 100:08
DELAWARE 0.00 0.00 100.00 9.60 0.00 100.00DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 000 0.08 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
FLORIDA _

- - - - -
GEORGIA 50.00 22.22 8.00 11.11 16.67 109.00HAWAII 0.08 9:00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00IDAHO

't - - -
ILLINOIS - - - - - -
INDIANA - - - - - -
-IOWA 0.99 42:66 _28:57 0:00 28.57 108.00KANSAS-- 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.09 0.00 100:00
KENTUCKY_ 0.08 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.0eLOUISIANA 0.00 0.00 0:00 6.00 100.00 i00.00MAINE- -- - - - - -MARYLAND 0.90 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00MASSACHUSETTS 0:00 0.00 180.00 0.00 0.00 100.00MICHIGAN - - - - - 1I -MINNESOTA- 100.00 0.80 9.00 0.00 0.09 10000
MISSISSIPPI - - - - - 77MISSOURI t. - - - - -MONTANA- - - - .!-

NEBRASKA - - - - - 7=NEVADA - - - -- _ _- -
NEW HAMPSHIRE 100.90 0.00 0.00 9:80 0.88 100:00NEW JERSEY - - t 77NEW MEXICO - -

_-
- - -NEW-YORK - 21.95 47;37 28:32 5:26 100.00

NORTH CAROLINA 33.33 66.67 0.00 0.00 9.00 100:00NORTH DAKOTA 0:00 0.00 109.00 0.00 9.00 100.00OH-10- - - - - -MAMMA 100.00 0.90 0.00 9.09 43.00 100:8e
OREGON 57.14 14.29 0.00 0.00 28.57 100.00PENNSYLVANIA _0.00 58:00 Wee 0.00 -0.00 100.00PUERTO RICO 50.00 9.00 0.09 9.00 50.0e 100.00RHODE ISLAND 0.00 100.00 0.0e 0.09 0.00 100.09
SOUTH CAROLINA - I - -- -- - -SOUTH DAKOTA 9.00 100.09 00I3 0.00 0.88 109.00
TENNESSEE - - - - - 100.00TEXAS 28:57 -71.43 0.9e 0.00 0.00 100.89UTAH 0.09 100:09 0:00 0.00 0.00 100.90VERMONT - - - - - -VIRGINIA__ 8.00 0.00 66.67 33.33 0.08 100.00WASHINCTON - _ -
WEST VIRGINIA 34.62 0:00 65:38 0.00 100.00
WISCONSIN 6.00

_0.99
190.08 9.00 0.00 9.00 ImolaWYOMING 0.00 0.00 100.90 o.eo 0.00 100.00AMERICAN SAMOA 0.00 0:00 0:00 100.00 0.00 100.00GUAM - - -t - - -NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - 77TRUST TERRITORIES - _ - - _ -VIRGIN-ISLANDS _ - - - -

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - -

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 24.71 24:71 23:50 16.09 10.34 109.09

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 24.86 24.66 23.70 15.61 19.40 199 00

SOME STATES REPORTED ONLY TOTAL STUDENTS EXITING_THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM AND-
DID NOT-REPORT DATA-BY REASON FOR EXIT. AS A RESULT, THE nROPORTIONS FOR THE
U.S. AND INSULAR AREAS AND THE 59 STATES. D.C. AND PUERTO RICO WILL NOT SUM TO 100 PERCENT.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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CONNECTICUT 1.1 101 1$ i 1 33$ 50 -6i
DELAWARE 352 73 5 7 2 25 ON 83 105 55 350
DISTRICT OF COL UMBIA A 144 :2 -0 0 5 53 -56 -36 0 -75
FLOWN 2.188 842 96 50 62 818 003 599 836 259 1,778
GEORGIA 1.184 390 06 26 "4 153 400 284 393 93 1,414NADU --0 150 484 67 119 164 182 453 100 19 555MAW 308 74 10 12 10 52 04 109 85 62 378
ILLINOIS - - - - - - . _ _ -
INDIANA 1.587 676 120 34 64 206 499 00 304 370 2;153IOW 829 913 40 30 130 552 500 195 322 154 1,178
KANSAS 094 272 _17 30 14 457 239 330 265 102 1,294
KENTUCKY- 1.004 493 182 18 39 028 1.000 780 737 132 1;941
LOUISIANA 1.707 614 188 127 85 239 546 811 407 380 1,869
MAINE- 1;718 __O __O A i__0 129 1,118 501 380 -1 904
MARYLAND-- 2.347 007 830 60 228 832 2,016 862 1,043 399 3.221
MASSACHUSETTS 1.441 282 402 21 9 234 1,272 1,272 127 50 1.200
MICHIGAN 3;202 714 82 _7 4 -0 364 -54 134 462 4,412
MINNESOTA 3.9$ 16 ,.7. 45 26 74 582 385 134 _, 3,157
MISSISSIPPI 711 270 24 17 10 99 184 188 310 45 1;051
MISSOURI 1;220 1.338 30 105 28 184 190 165 556 96 2,238
MONTANA 233 _41 31 _5 4 _13 _49 _54 _90 -26 230IMAM 829 041 53 53 6 141 442 518 428 243 893
NEVADA_ 84 17 6 10 2 5 24 13 5 186
Ngw KAMPSHIRE - - _.E. - -- _ __

_?0
---

MEW JERSEY 1.831 252 41 13 2 238 1219 648 181 537 1527
NEW MEXICO 480 101 15 11 6 -63 134 171 109 45 098
MEW_YORK 6;661 1,155 2.808 224 1,229 1,703 4,707 5,184 1,927 1,913 5,973
NORTH CAROLINA 1.915 584 179 152 85 198 493 590 522 224 2,714
NORTH DAKOTA NO 79 24 6 35 10 97 51 46 252
OHIO 2.097 204 335 149 15 511

_52
909 507 1,014 234 2,577

OKLAMOMA 804 104 50 10 3 iv 228 48 432 12 2,798
OREGON 212 13 I 0 _1 _8 185 10 .20 _AO 300
PENNSYLVANIA 4,102 1.097 572 87 388 880 3,020 788 746 800 4;980
PUERTO:R1OD 1.444 1,444 -0 A -0 1,444 1,444 1,444 1,444 -0 1,444
1600E ISLAND 252 85 _61 22 32 _33 114 230 206 _07 = 271
SOUTH CAROLINA 1,170 55:' 358 82 24 480 343 574 353 146 2;004
SOUTH_DAKOTA 340 102 11 11 4 49 49 62 93 113 439
TENNESSEE - - - - - - - - - - -
TEXAS 1,343 757 Ott 289 81 1:311 661 640 602 591 1026
UTAH_ 822 218 05 24 11 119 191 206 131 113 179
VERMONT- 0 0 e _e 6 __0 -6 0 1 -1 -5
VIRGINIA- 013 1182 5 30 7 285 297 1,550 1,505 395 1;165
NAMING:70N 793 90 45 15 15 90 100 135 135 315 1;407
WESTIVIRGINIA 783 243 31 20 -6 56 210 107 201 45 1,018
WISCONSIN 1100 159 45 2 13 , 139 137 656 502 900
WYOMING' 102 6 6 2 6 4 9 19 14 15 121
AMERICAN SAMOA 10 1 0 0 0 e 1 I 1 e 10
uLIAM 3 4 0 4 0 0 6 3 9 e 14
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - . - r - ., -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - _ - . - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - -

__

_- _- -- - .
BUR. OF INOIAN AFFAIRS 121 3 0 e 0 15 89 104 74 7 119

U.5.4.11SULAR AREAS 00859 10,724 10,175 2.350 3.110 13,349 29.402 21,904 10.676 9126 7+,941

56 STATES. D.C. I P.R. 05.925 19,710 10,175 2,352 3,110 13;334 29.312 23;798 18,592 9,819 74,787

U.S. 1NSULAR_AREA$ TOTAL MAY NOT SUM OECAUSE 1 STATE ORLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS of OCTOBER I. 1900.
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STATE

Table ET1
NUMBER OF-ANTlciPATED SERVICES-NEEDED BY CHILDREN_16_YEARSAND OLDER

LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL-SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-45 SCHOOL YEAR
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

ALL CONDITONS

TRANSITIONAL POST EVALUATION
EMPLOYmENT VOCATIONAL EMPLOY- --OF V/1 OTHER ALL NO SPECIALSERVICES _PLACEMENT NEXT SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES SERVtCES_

ALADAMA 1,199 2,502 999 2,167 134 16;940 1.302ALASKA- _86 147 _62 126 -9 914 262ARIZONA- 468 014 263 660 55 5.444 435ARKANSAS__ 115 415 127 147 59 2,024 359CALIFORNIA 3,556 3,604 --- - - 25,462 4,459COLORADO 532 520 520 _0 9 3,862 231CONNECTICUT 275 517 858 0 5;233 --0DELAWARE 261 271
_86
173 289 -7 2.146 121DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA -2 _42 ___13 =63 -17 400 11FLORIDA 1,046 1,630 444 1,479 255 13;775 309GEORGIA 688 1,287 559 1,439 327 8;762 1,736HAWAII 555 513 517 555 4 4,473 _0IDAHO-- 206 302 156 331 47 2,242 154ILLINOIS --- - --- -- - _7;074 -.INDIANA 897 1,687 727 1,690 136 11,744 0194OWA-- 968 1;062 965 434 24 8,311 763KANSAS__ 615 761 431 886 __661 _603135 3:7:wKENTUCKY_ 1;201 1,773 1,245 1,443 563 14;319 401LOUISIANA 287 1;350 606 615 295 10,106 705MAINE 1,796 943 783 1;154 362 10,334 8MARYLAND 2,391 2,666 2.418 1,528 a 21;408 581MASSACHUSETTS 135 1,200 135 1,200 9 L6.986 8MICHIGAN 690 814 684 4,271 0 16,100 2,302MINNESOTA_ 3,201 760 3.125 760 - 15,369 __-MISSISSIPPI _ 458 797 319 992 70 5,557 582MISSOURI 1;223 1:935 651 1,773 61 11,649 1,149MONTANA_ 180 204 _76 168 56 1,460 166NEBRASKA 938 947 246 760 12 7;212 _0NEVADA 66 135 11 76 4 574 74NEW HAMPSHIRE - - - - - -NEW JERSEY 1,527 1,527 1,527 1;476 _4 12;546 1,561NEW MEXICO 212 = 354 177 346 32 _3;022 416NEW-YORK L19 8;914 807 6,168 0 47,302 5,250NORTH CAROLINA 923 7.306 925 1,962 86 13,469 1,474NORTH DAKOTA 127 159 79 198 49 _1;422 46ON-10--

_ 963 3;624 744 2,090 459 17,464 1,919OKLAHOMA
2.251 1;123 324 1,497 479 10,329 840OREGON 66 259 4 _47 _0 _1;173 643PENNSYLVANIA 2;662 4,915 799 4,784 33 31;227 2,719PUERTO RICO 1,444 1;444 1;444 1,444 -0 15,884 0RHODE ISLAND-- 184 182 0 150 22 -1,991 27SOUTH CAROLINA 614 1,478 594 1,699 26 11:062 602SOUTH DAKOTA 471 679 500 434 4 3,487 72TENNESSEE --- - - - - -TEXAS 1,195 1,030 076 867 , 11;686

_-
--UTAH -_ 292 557 193 357 21 4;105 61VERMONT 0 6 _21 --0 28 46 35VIRGINIA 1,258 1,535 2;092 1.144 0 13,842 -0WASHINGTON 543 1,451 314 752 _e 6,320 1.420WEST VIRGINIA 581 793 453 963 02 5,644 454WISCONSIN 827 917 -, 875 - 6,187 550WYOMING 58 85 34 70 9 560 121AMERICAN SAMOA 10 10 -0 10 4 _54 0CUAM 38 7 39 66 0 179 eNORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - - - -BUIL OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 57 119 53 117 25 903 72

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 40,565 63;148 24,341 54,103 3,790 468,532 34,757
50 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 40;466 03,812 24,249 53,010 3;765 467,398 34.685

U.S. *-INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY 002 SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1986.
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CALIFORNIA 3,621 - .! - . - - - -- - 3,169

COLORADO -27 6 2 0 i -4 125 -0 126 0 _60

CONNECTICUT 288 33 13 0 0 36 46 28 22 2 143

DELA1ARE 198 9 0 e e e 7 13 a 8 85

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA i 4 -8 0 8 e e -0 -e i 0 ii7

FLORIDA 454 13 ii 8 -4 26 13 13 _7 8 285

GEORGIA 358 58 _12 8 10 8 27 _29 24 a 372

HAWAII _A _1 288 0 57 a 57 288 0 8 288

IDAHO- 156 16 8 1 i 12 38 27 13 3 176

ILLINOIS __- _- -- _- _T _7. 7. - -

INDIANA 494 51 18 i 17 38 6; 36 54 4 551

101A-- 546 28 8 1 118 155 149 18 63 0 281

KANSAS-- 468 19 -12 0 =4 l'_4 _25 10 43 1 433

KENTUCKY_ 399 _42 539 0 24 371 371 501 89 0 651

LOUISIANA 725 198 6 1 28 10 100 235 98 9 809

MAINE 394 - .. - -49 391 116 _88 ,._. 207

MARYLAND 1883 125 126 e 175 125 877 250 126 8 2;003

MASSACHUSETTS 509 189 142 0 0 0 45e 458 47 28 424

MICHIGAN- 1,885 6 5 8 8 0 0 e e 1,885

MINNESOTA-- 2,395 -- . . - - _.!. - .r! 2;395

MISSISSIPPI 213 69 1 0 0 20 44 34 59 4 375

MISSOURI 294 37 0 9 5 19 45 5 20 28 807

MONTANA- 116 6 it i 0 A .._le _7 .10 _3 _87

NEBRASKA 577 358 e e 8 75 240 314 214 51 578

NEVADA--- 27 2 - - 2 6 11 - 51

NEW HAMPSHIRE --- - - - - - - - - - -

NEW JERSEY 326 _e e 0 8 1 198 _e k 0 792

NEW MEXICO 194 53 e 3 3 13 54 66 32 5 436

NEW YORK 3,401 -9 1,352 -9 654 -9 -0 --8 ie 43 2,049

NORTH CAROLINA 881 73 5 25 15 58 68 185 90 42 970

NORTH DAKOTA .66 _9 e e 23 ._0 2 15 6 4 101

04110-- 1,146 57 177 9 0 175 572 322 146 191 1,029

OKLAHOMA 450 0 0 0 8 _O _8 _e 0 1;760

OREGON 131 :8 A e 8 _0 40 58 14 . .0 267

PENNSYLVANIA 2,863 283 291 e 103 273 1,056 94 -5 257 1,799

PUERTO-RICO- 157 157 8 0 0 157 157 157 157 8 157

RNOOE ISLAND__ _78 1 .0 a 0 _:i 40 69 47 0 78

SOUTH CAROLINA 448 102 33 9 14 26 45 15 21 3 431

SOUTH DAKOTA 8 22 e 0 o 5 3 29 7 43

TENNESSEE - - - - . - - -7 - -

TEXAS 681 - - - - - -

UTAH 108 i 38 2; 36 13 1 169

VERMONT- --- - - - - - - 1

VIRGINIA__ 252 1 e 0 0 30 25 30 12 .0 197

WASHINGTON 418 3e 75 68 90 45 3e 867

WEST VIRGINIA 295 30 i o 2 52 12 28 7 384

WISCONSIN _- ,, , -, 7 .7 -

ROWING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM

45
8
0

1
e
0

e
e
0

e
e
0

4

e
0

3

0

e

5

0

8

4

o
9

2

0
0

8

0
8

72

0
0

NORTHERN_MARIANAS T - - -

TRUST-TERR1TORIES : - - : -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS -- - - .

--

_- 7

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 37 0 e 9 0 0 20 2; i37 0 37

U.S. 44 INSULAR AREAS 27,186 2,148 3,051 33 1,316 1,857 5,676 3,551 1891 688 29,519

51 STATES; D.C. k P.R. 27,071 2048 3;951 33 1,316 1,857 5,656 3.525 1,854 688 29,482

U;S: k1INSULAR-ARE4S-TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES;

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1988.

E-98
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Tab lc EF1

NUM8ER OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICES-NEEDED-BY-CHILDREN 16-YEARS-AND-OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM_DUPING_THE_1954-55 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

LEARNING DISAOLED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

POST
VOCATIONAL EMPLOY-
PLACEMENT MENT

EVALUATION
OF VR

SERVICES
OTHER ALL NO SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

ALABAMA 158 511 89 453 63 2.525 233
ALASKA_ 39 101 39 127 a 534 162
ARIZONA- 191 450 98 323 a 2.299 320
ARKANSAS 104 368 117 125 18 1.656 315
CALIFORNIA 905 1;132 - , , 5827 3;044
COLORADO 60 60 60 -e 0 530 18
CONNECTICUT 68 88 -3 204 e 974 -0
DELAWARE 115 97 57 88 0 578 71
DISTRICT OF COLUMOIA 1 30 A A e 54 5
FLORIDA -59 85 -46 298 e 1,299 112
GEORGIA 102 338 184 374 248 2.127 1,138
HAWAII 285 288 256 288 _e 2;130 _e
IDAHO 70 137 82 148 24 669 132
ILLINOIS --- --- --- --- - 1.214 ---
INDIANA 244 479 266 406 42 2;790 370
-IOWA-- 240 282 242 -0 I 2;110 445
KANSAS-- 212 284 146 195 22 1,628 120
KENTUCKY_ 278 640 544 474 221 5034 130
LOUISIANA -99 638 310 251 40 3557 520
MAINE-- 414 207 234 264 68 2.399 -
MARYLAND 1253 1253 1126 376 0 8.821 504
MASSACHUSETTS 46 424 46 424 0 3;102 e
MICHIGAN 0 0 -e 1.ass 0 5,655 1,885
MINNESOTA__ 2.395 __- 2;395 __- 9;580
MISSISSIPPI 140 235 _96 313 31 1;636 311
MISSOURI 89 232 149 233 19 1.693 659
MONTANA- -73 -83 -14 se 21 471 147
NEBRASKA 545 646 112 496 e 4;2139 -611

NEVADA- 35 72 4 40 - 258 67
NEW HAMPSHIRE --- --- - - - - -
NEW JERSEY 792 792 792 398 _0 4.158 1;193
NEW MEXICO 65 184 77 160 20 1;366 322
NEW-YORK 0 4.098 e 2.745 -0 14,329 4.098
NORTH CAROLINA 227 917 375 805 12 4,387 758
NORTH DAKOTA i31 58 40 62 23 445 26
OHIO 527 1.275 351 1,101 204 7,276 1,043
OKLAHOMA 1.310 580 250 450 240 4.960 7ee
OREGON 48 221 _e _54 0 _ 841 437
PENNSYLVANFA 776 1,971 118 2,038 e 11;132 1,568
PUERTO RICO- 157 157 157 157 0 1;727 -8
RHODE ISLAND__ _59 _40 __O _44 0 _ 485 _21
SOUTH CAROLINA 101 456 104 311 e 2;112 263
SOUTH-DAKOTA 122 293 251 83 e 866 72
TENNESSEE - - - - - -
TEXAS 600 - - _- - 1;260 -
UTAH 43 179 39 67 15 809 37
VERMONT_ -- --- 112 --- 9 -22 15
VIRGINIA_ 85 _ 215 158 216 e 1;267 e
WASHINGTON 373 1,046 179 477 0 3;690 1.285
WEST-V4RGINIA 237 358 195 367 10 1,969 295
WISCONSIN 11 55 _.,- - _68 481
WYOMING 26 53 la 37 3 273 103
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM

e
23

0
e

e
e

e
e

e
0

e
23

e
e

NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - -- -

_-
-- -

_

- --
BUR; OF INDIAN AFFAIRS e 37 0 37 17 248 70

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS 13;641 22.042 9,904 17.241 1,387 142.467 23.485

50 STATES. D.C. k P.R. 13;616 22;005 9,904 17.204 1.370 142;196 23.415

k-INSULAR-AREAS-TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TGTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER I. 1986.

E-
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T;11) lc EF1

NumeER OF ANTICIPATED SERVICES-NEEDED BY CHILDREN 16 TEARS AND OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL-SYSTEM DURING-THE-1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

eV HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STATE
COUNSELING/ __TRANS--
AILDANCE PoRTATION

TECHNO-
LoG4CAL
AIDES

SPEECH IMPAIRED

PHYSICAL/
-INTER- MENTAL
_pRETER_ _READER- REsT011-
sERvICES SERVICES ATIoN

-FAmLy-
SERVICES

INDEP-
ENDENT
LIVING

MAINT-
ENAKE

RESID-
ENTIAL
sERvICES

VOCATiONAL/
TRAINING
SERVICES

ALABAmA 13 6 9 2 6 0 9 1 2 e 40
ALASKA_ _3 9 6 9 9 8 0 i i 0 3
AR-120NA _ 22 4 0 0 9 0 9 4 e 1 17
ARKANSAS 3 6 9 0 e 1 0 0 1 0 7
CALIFORNIA 396 - - - - - - - -
COLORADO 1 a a 1 a 8 0 8 10
CONNECTICUT

_3
12 6 0 6 0 e e e 0 0

DELAWARE 6 6 9 O 1 e 1 e e 0
DISTRICT lf COLUmetA _6 _6 1 0 _9 _0 0 e e ii
FLORIDA 73 46 2$ 7 112 40 29 40 e 88
GEORCIA 2 6 2 6 9 e 6 6 2 a
HANAII 0 6 12 6 6 0 17 e 0 12
IDAND-- _3 s 6 6 4 9 0 0 0 11
ILLINOIS -- - - - - - - - - - -
INDIANA 31 14 2 2 6 2 3 7 4 8 45

6 SI 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 ie
KANSAS-- 13 2 6 I 1 0 1 2 7 7 24
KENTuCKY_ 13 3 5 6 0 3 2 3 e e 18
LOUISIANA 9 i I 6 1 2 4 2 12 1

mAINE 261 6 -- - = 34 261 77 59 , 138
MARYLANDL 237 -6 17 9 17 95 0 17 e 127
MASSACNUSETTS 336 63 04 6 9 0 297 297 31 13 276
MICHIGAN 6 0 9 9 9 9 9 e a e 38
MINNESOTA__ -- - - - - - - - 98 - -
MISSISSIPpl 23 a 1 1 6 8 6 4 4 0 21
mISSOuRI $ 6 0 0 a 5 e e 0 0 0
MONTANA- 7 1 9 6 - 0 0 2 3 e a _6
NEBRASKA a 34 is 11 6 0 19 18 11 10 32NEVADA-- - - - - - - - - - -
NEW NAmPSHIRE -- - - - - - _-
NEw JERSEY Is -6 9 $ 9 0 11 e e e 16
NEW MEXICO 42 13 __. 0 0 3 14 7 9 2 48
HEW YORK 6 6 123 0 9 9 0 e e 0 255
NORTH CAROLINA le 6 2 6 6 e 9 4 6 4 24
NORTH DAKOTA 4 6 6 I 6 0 9 0 i e 4
OHIO-- 6 9 g 6 9 0 0 0 0 0 15
OKLAHOMA 6 6 6 0 9 0 0 a e e a
OREGON :5 i9 6 9 -II 6 1 e a e 0
PENHSTLVANIA 147 23 1 1 24 _0 113 10 ie 3 146
PUERTO RICO 26 26 0 0 e 26 20 20 20 e 70
RHODE ISLAND__ le -6 6 0 9 6 11 25 38 0 13
SOWN CAROLINA 37 63 16 9 0 13 3 15 le 0 40
SOuTH DAKOTA 4 6 9 9 0 6 0 e 0 0 10
TENNESSEE - - - - - - - - - - -
TEKAS _- - 46 - - 12 - - - - -
UTAH 12 6 g 9 0 1 1 9 1 0 i

VERmONT- - - - - - - - - - _ _
vIRGINIA__ 9 6 6 6 0 6 6 e e e 0
wASHINGTON
WE ST-VIRGINIA

,
3

,
6

-
6

-
0

-
0

-
9

-
0

-
2 i ;

-
4

WISCONSIN 6 - - - - - - - - - 6
WYOMING 2 6 2 6 6 8 0 i 6 e 4
AmERICAN SAm0A 6 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 e
OLIAlt 6 6 9 0 6 a e 0 0 e
NORTHERNA9ARIANAS - - - - - - - - - - -
TRusT-TERRiTORIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - - - 7 - - ,
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

_7
12 6 6 0 e 2 12 12 ji 2 10

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 1.736 366 356 13 32 241 925 544 378 53 1.51e

56 STATES; D.C. 6 P.R. 1;724 366 356 13 32 239 913 532 366 51 1;506

U.S. INSULAR AREAs TOTAL mAy NOT Sum BECAUSE I STATE ONLy REPoRTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1; 1966.

E-100
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Table EFI

NUMER OF-ANT4CIPATED-SERVICES_NEEDED BY CHILDREN 16 YEARS AND OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITIoN

SPEECH imPAIRED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYmENT
SERVICES

POST
vOCATIONAL EmPLOY-
PLACEMENT mENT

EVALUATION
OF VR

SERvicES
OTHER --ALL-- NO-SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES_

ALABAmA 3 18 i 8 9 96 31

ALASKA 5 6 9 3 9 22 I

ARIZONA 7 12 8 47 9 122 32

ARKANSAS _i 4 9 1 34 52 38

CALIFORNIA 189 300 - - - 799 230

COLORADO 0 0 0 9 15 96

CONNECTICUT 0 1 8 2 15 e

DELAWARE 2 e 0 0 4 8

DISTRICT OF CCLUmBiA e 0 0 1 1 2 9

FLORIDA 75 111 53 111 2 819 27

GEOROiA 16 14 6 10 2 112 86

HAWAII 12 12 12 12 64 9

IDAHO 5 0 6 le 43 3

ILLINOIS - - - - - 29 -

INDIANA 13 19 3 23 3 199 347

IONA O O Al 0 0 9 25

KANSAS 2 11 52 8 1 131 83

KENTUCKY 3 12 3 9 4 78 39

LOUISIANA 6 5 -6 -3 32 84 61

MAINE- 278 456 38 176 49 1.525

MARYLANO 32 284 199 127 9 1.143 32

MASSACHUSETTS 31 276 31 276 9 2.617 9

MICHIGAN 0 0 e se 0 70 9

MINNESOTA- - - , - - 96 -

MISSISSIPPI 13 le 9 17 0 116 49

MISSOURI 0 O 9 0 5 19 183

MONTANA I 2 1 1 9 24 7

NEBRASKA 43 22 5 37 9 249 9

NEVADA - - - - 8 9 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE - - - - - - -

NEW JERSEY 15 15 15 8 e Os tot

NEW MEXICO 15 32 13 27 9 225 49

NEW YORK 9 set 9 e 9 761 1,145

NORTH CAROLINA 6 15 19 9 4 123 31

NORTH DAKOTA 0 1 0 18 1 29 6

OHIO 0 0 0 15 45 75 9

OKLAMMA 9 9 CI 9 19 16 21

OREGON 0 _9 9 9 9 6 43

PENNSYLVANIA 21 161 3 145 0 76e 760

PUERTO RICO 29 29 29 29 9 229 0
RHODE ISLAND 22 14 9 a 0 136 9

SOUTH CAROLINA 8 28 9 33 9 256 39

SOUTH DAKOTA 5 8 5 5 9 37 9

TENNESSEE - - - - - - -
TEXAS - - - - - 58 -

UTAK 1 1 8 1 9 19 12

VERMONT - - - - 0 0 1

wecleta_ 0 6 9 0 9 15 9

WASHINGTON - - - - - -- -

WEST VIRGINIA 3 2 4 2 4 24 4

WISCONSIN - - - - , 12 49

WYOMING 3 i 1 4 9 24 a
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 e e e 0 0 e

GUAM 9 0 9 9 9 9 9

NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - -, - - - -

TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS _ _ - - ,
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 9 19 2 12 8 86 9

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS 759 1,978 491 1,222 236 19.896 3,575

56 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 759 1.968 489 1.219 236 16,726 3,575

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY HOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS Of OCTOOER 1, 1986.

E-I01



Table El=1

NuMBER OF_ANTICIPATED-SERVICES NEEDED By-CHILDREN 16 YEARS AND_OLDER
LEAviNG THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEm_DUR4NG-THE-1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

mENTALLY RETARDED

STATE
CouNSELING/ TRANS-

GUIDANCE PORTATION

TEcHNO-
LOGICAL
AIDES

INTER-
PRETER
SERviCEs

a
0
C
3
,
2
0
0
0
14
1

0
4
._.

0
12
1

1

0
-
9
9
e
-
0
0
0
0
-

e
2
0

16
0
0
a
4
4
0
4
0
e
-
-
a
-
0

0

1
e
0

-
-
0

85

85

READER
SERVICES

PHYSICAL/
MENTAL
RESTOR-
ATION

-FAm1Ly
SERVICES

INDEP-
ENDENT
LIVING

MAINT-
ENANCE

RE51D-
ENT1AL
SERVICES

vCCAT1ONAL/
TRAJNING
SERVICES_

ALASAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO

2504
17

104
_a
904
_64
349
92

Lie
783
369
ia

97
--

768
_97
164
890
550
391
486
396

1.322
.!.

42976947
51
9

_1,!-

456
-91
760
726
55

1,484
390

t 3

832
987
-40
994
oee
r
-

143

24;
195
323
815

9
9
a
-
..-.

_,
45

28.332

20,278

693
12
99
2
--
72
31

_55
-33
517
242
74
49
-

454
557
105
289
257
-

244
-69
390

166
1;067

_21
190

0
-

230
63A

373
47

128
130
6

1.180
987
24

314
a
-

430
53
-

1;036
$0
135
70
5
a
4
-
-
-
e

19,922

10.918

60
0

16
3

492
16
0
1
g

21
_4
50
3
-

21
13
_3
91
51

29
65
0
-
4
5
4
0
-
-
0
5A

22
4

12
e
0

120
10
22

152
la
-

2;
-
5
-

-3
32
e
e
9
1-

-
-
e

1,3157

1.387

28
e
5
0
-
0
e
9
_e
21
35
50
9

--
22
12

1

19
i 9

-
0
0
e
-
a
0
e
e
-
-
e
0

383
16
9
0
0
0

155
e
5
3
e
-
,
6
-
0
-
1

-
0
e
8
-
-
-
e

789

789

416
_1

13
¶

--
32

254
a
e

192
43
60
21
--
67

355
28

i56
aa
19
43
0

_e
--

_54
14e

8
e
,
-A

26
192
62
_2

210
35
18

250
987
-17
311
_35
-

586
19
-

132
-

49
-
e
0
0
-
-
7
5

4;933

4920

1,291A
38

i

309
et
15
24
50

379
214
32
41
-

259
87
47

274
151
391
548
274
229
-

113
134
13
51
I

-
171
-43

1.340
237
-24
203
190
--2
934
267
13

226
16
-

455
40
-

158
30
108
-
3

e
8
-
-

36

10,383

10,267

264
12
el
4

615
152
15
36
53
136
201
50
72
-

373
127
131
380
213
119
336
274
Si

385
138
121
29
48
11

-
238
-65

1915
343
59

113
29
17

568
987
21

464
45
-

497
78
-

1.396
30

155
leo

11
e
3
-
--

45

11,529

11,481

443
11

92
0
-

156
142
48

-33
334
276
32
60

23-2
227
124
417
773
88

396
28

134

23;
478
42
96
6

_ -_-

171
50

1;149
308
31

792
395

6
656
987
20

271
19
-

416
39

.,,

1.453
98

125
620

2
0
9
-
-

e

11,921

11.912

86
7

35
2

-
17
11
2e
e

40
45
16
48
-

252
65
89
73

185
--

305
12

393

37
43
_15
100

2
-

230
25

575
86
30
e
_e
10

436
_0
39

114
39
-

413
45
-

320
180
_28
5e2

a
6
8

,
--
2

4,979

4,977

615
305
320
98
61

719
121
143
-

1.211:
689
288
962
730
207

1,iii

1, F
77
78

:47;
i 147

11,9

:18
930

1.931

1 .5:i6
308
-

035
122

1 25 ;
270
461
815
20
9
14
-
-
-

45

27 676,

27;608

CONNECTICUT
DELAWAR1
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO--

NOILLIIS

INDIANA
40WA--
KANSAS-
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE-
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN-
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPIMISSOURIMONTANA-
NEBRASKA
NEVADA---
NEW HAMPSHIRE

4ENEW RSEY
sew_w(xic0
MEw-YORK--
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO--
OKLAHOMA
OREGON_ _ _ _

PENNSyLVANIA
PUERTO 9100
RHODE ISLAND--
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTM DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIAL_
WASHINGTON_
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN_MAR_LANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R.

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FOR ALL SERVICEs.

OATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1906.

E-102
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Tab lc EF1

NUMBER OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICES-NEEDED-BY-CHILDREAL16 YEARS AND OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM_DURING_THE 1964-65 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

MENTALLY RETARDED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

-------__
VOCATIONAL
PLACEMENT

POST
EMPLOY-

MENT

EVALUATION
OF VR

SERVICES
OTHER ---ALL NO SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES_

ALABAMA 1904 1.631 880 1,629 56 13,027 1.025

ALASKA_ 25 22 10 26 -0 _ 175 8

ARIZONA 140 15N 68 140 14 1;189 16

ARKANSAS _10 7 5 2 67 -3

CALIFORNIA 984 615 - - - 4,674 424

COLORADO 385 305 305 _0 9 1,769 49

CONNECTICUT 104 313 _a 313 0 1,871 9

DELAWARE 75 se _48 87 0 649 11

DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA :::t 3 3 -57 __5 _ 299 _9

FLORIDA 616 902 543 769 196 6,290 46

GEORGIA 396 612 296 709 45 4,199 218

HAWATI 121 87 91 121 -0 905 0

IDAHO 162 117 56 128 14 964 15

ILLINOIS __-_, - - - - 4,349 --

INDIANA 484 971 341 1.932 84 6.578 105

IOWA 599 619 560 375 _9 4;403 107

KANGAS 148 202 152 257 26 1.824 66

KENTUCKY_ 669 800 428 828 207 6,305 187

LOUISIANA 147 499 229 337 109 3;744 157

MAINE 414 297 234 264 68 2,402 -
MARLANDII1I 548 548 579 488 8 5,100 29

MASSACHUSETTS 129 254 29 254 9 1,859 _ 0

MICHIGAN 151 151 _21 1;215 9 5,416 417

MINNESOTA_ 685 685 685 085 -- 3.810 ---

MISSISSIPPI 264 512 198 612 45 3425 223

MISSOURI 1,872 1.411 455 1.155 27 8034 158

MONTANA -61 _74 32 65 27 515 9

NEBRASKA 128 128 60 28 9 874 0

NEVADA 25 2 15 1 123 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE
_19
--- - - - - _

-

NEW JERSEY 239 238 239 517 0 2,927 56

New yEllc0 98 96 59 -90 4 856 16

NEW-YORK --9 1.724 __O 1.349 0 19,533 0

NORTH CAROLINA 520 1.966 436 1.969 24 6.629 221

NORTH DAKOTA 74 -75 29 -67 _1(1 L 613 _ 9

OHIO 292 1.946 396 791 190 7,699 575

OKLAHOMA 845 535 55 935 200 4.579 95

OREGON L2e 32 4 29 -0 172 _26

PENNSYLVANIA 1,341 1.792 462 1.568 21 12;253 260

PUERTO-RICO 997 967 987 987 e 10.857 9

RHODE TSLAND _38 _23 9 41 22 495 iie

SOUTH CAROLINA 403 891 311 1,108 8 6572 233

SOUTH CAKOTA 395 308 264 207 9 1.991 9

TENNESSEE __-_, - - - -

TEXAS 446 637 495 520. - 5.539

UTAK 89 88 47 90 4 882 0

VERMONT- --- _,, a - 6 14 15

VIRGINIA__ 1;053 1.052 1,678 745 e 19.534 __O

WASHINGTON 165 210 90 -65 - 1;385 120

WEST VIRGINIA 267 311 187 434 39 2;620 133

WISCONSIN 015 815 - 815 _ 5.413 9

wyOmING 15 14 6 le I 195 6

AMERICAN SAMOA 9 0 is _9 0 45 9

GUAM 9 0 35 62 0 127 9

NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - -

TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - !7

VIRGIN ISLANDS - _- - - - -

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 45 45 45 45 e 35i 2

U.S. It INSULAR AREAS 17,341 24,713 12.099 23,140 1,367 187.856 5,083

59 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 17,287 24.659 12.010 23,024 1,367 187.326 5.981

U.S. S INSULAR AREAS-TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERvICES.

DATA As OF oCTOBER 1, 1986.
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Table EFI
NUM8ER_OF_ANTICIPATED-SERVICES NEEDED BY ChILDREN 16_YEARS AND_OLDERLEAVING THE EDUCATlONAL_SYSTEM-DURING-TNE 1984-65 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

EW3T1O44ALLY DISTURBED

STATE
COUNSELII4/ TRAMS-
GUIDANCE PORTATION

TECH401-
LOGICAL
AIDES

INTER-
PRETER_
SERVICES

LREADER-
SERVI_CES

PHYSICAL/
MENTAL
RESTON-
ATION

FAMILY
SERVICES

INDEP
ENOENT
LIVING

_ ____

MAIM,-
ENANCE---

le

_3
47

1

-
159
15
4e
0

139
56
14
5

11

29
1

54
101
10
08

201
12
e
-
4
8
3

72
-
-
18
19
8

31
_2
56
4

_0
14
8

39
32
0
-
,
9
1

8
-

23
-
1
e
6
-
-
-
ia

1.419

1;401

RESID-
_ENTIAL_
SERVICES

VOCATIONAL/
TRAININC
SERVICES

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS-
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
-14Kk
RANSAS--±
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MIME--
MARYLAND _

MASSACPUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA--
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA-
MERRASKA
NEVADA
NED HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YONX--
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTICOAXOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-RICO-
MOE ISLAND-
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS _

UTAH-
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA__
NASHINGTON
WESTVIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
MYOMINO
AMERICAN SAMOA
Runk
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST-MIR-STORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS
404. OF IMAM AFFAIRS

U.S. 0 INSULAR AREAS

54 STATES. 4.e. 4 P.R.

80
=45
171
14

383
183

1.064
132
_.

547
387
-6
32
--
144
132
619
335
293
391
252
197
_0
500
17

182
_34
165
24
-

915
120
298
168
-27
195
48
56

903
_A
54
213

6
-..-

482
372

272
165
91

130
30
0
3
-.

-
-
10

11;027

ilA44

3
0
11
2
-
17
11

_7
--0
158
49
14
5
-
53
294
54
113
19
-4
51
30
0
=
4

172
_1
71
-
-
5
17
A
39
3
4
a
4

57
8
6
24
50

45.
75
,
_5
--
23

.,..

0
0
0
-

,.7.

/

1.543

1.543

0
g
6
4

0
0
I
0
0
3
28
0
,
4
2
o
4

_0
_...

24
57
0
=
II

0
5
0
-
-
g
0
0
7
1

9
4
9
g
0
0

27
0
-
-
0
-
0
-
0
-
0
0
0
7
-
-
0

164

164

8
0
0
9

0
0
0
0
0
I
4
0
-
o
0
o
8
2
-
0
0
0
-
0
0
0
g
-
-
0
8
0
7
4
0
4
0
0
0
4
e
0
-
,
4
-
0
15
0
.
4
o
4
..

.
-
0

22

22

0
9
2
0

0
9
0
0
0
2
0
1

-
1
0
0
0
9
-
0
0
6
-
6
8
9
g
-
!_-

0
1
0
9
0
9
9

-0
52
8
0
2
e
-
-
2
-
S
,
4
-
0
0
9
-
-
-
0

03

85

71
-0
48

1

-
16
33
7

-1
240
89
20
12
--
29
_22
391
70
12
19

239
197
I
-r

7
0

_1
86

1

-
292
--7
870
39
1

56
35

ii
226

8
4

56
0
-

424
a
-

167
-
2
-
4
0
0
-
-
7
0

3641

3.641

19
-4
82

4
239
120
146
52
0

419
129
23
II
-

89
229
147
372
185
301
252
178
--S
550

6
0

_4
09
11

015
14

2.320
101
13
28
11
30

783
:o
50
50
28
-

5i
-

05
90
32

138
1

6
0
-
-
-
13

0.404

8.391

4
0

31
2

232
0

15
19
-2

302
23
20
3

-
24
-1
ea
28
:20
116
128
178

0
-
3
0

---.6

131
-

---
408
19

2,830
54
10
28
4
8

77
8

46
22
0
-

3-0.

44
-
6
,
0
e
0
-
-

_-
13

4,297

4.204

5
4
12

i
-

27
20
23
_9

204
33
3
4
-

59
53
40
48
34
-

24
6
e
-
2
5
2

49
-

30;
3

070
23
2
0
4
16

44
0

22
13
la
-

a
-

1e9
185
a
-
3
e
9
-
-...

-
3

2.107

2.154

288
_4
133

9
363
.44
210
136
_0

331
227
28
21

162
136
519
195
143
207
227
165
663
-

14
52
17

135
19

40;
39

1,459
102
15

139
34
a

831
_8
44

139
15
-

118
384
-

223
105
89
3

ia
e
e
-

10

0;807

0,709

LINSULAR-AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FON ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOUR I. 1986.
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Táblë EF1

NUMBER OF_ANTICIPATE0 SERVICES NEEDED-BY-CHILDREN_16 yEARS_AND_OLDER

LEAVING THE EDUCATtONAL-SYSTEM_DURING_TmE 1984-85 ScHOOL YEAR
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

VOCAT4EWL
PLACEMENT

--POST
EMPLOY-
WENT

EVALUATION
OF YR

SERVICES
OTHER ALL-- NO-SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

ALABAMA 9 279 0 21 3 812 0

ALASKA- -3 __4 3 3 0 -43 18

ARtIONA- 88 120 55 83 5 894 55

ARKANSAS__ --8 1 5 0 -51 -5

CALIFORNIA
.-3
383 383 - - - 2,810 79

COLORADO 86 88 06 t 0 874 28

CONNECTICUT 03 87 54 388 0 2;904 _O)

DELAURE 53 101 56 82 4 712 32
_

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA A _2 1 0 1 7 =3

FLORIDA _87 271 111 486 -0 3298 _37

GEORGIA 115 256 48 247 10 1;007 288

NAWAii 28 28 28 20 0 278 0

IDAHO 13 10 12 18 4 158 2

ILLINOIS - ___ -- -- , 509 _-

INDIANA 63 82 48 91 2 858 19

ilOwA -51 _63 67 -8 5 1,892 111

KANSAS-- 221 264 52 489 It 2889 40

KENTUCKY_ 193 249 235 97 68 2;168

LOUISIANA 14 112 _10 63 1 906
_5

16

mAINE-
mARYLAND

414
227

297
227

234
227

264
227

68
0

2,399
2;304

,
0

MASSACHUSETTS 10 165 _18 165 8 1,404 0

MICHIGAN 663 663 603 663 0 3.315 9

MINNESOTA_ - - - -- - 1.180 ,

MISSiSSIPPI -8 -8 4 11 9 06 i

MtsS0URI 14 19 0 est 5 490 42

MONTANA- _II 10 5 15 5 127 0

NEBRASKA 141 75 49 149 0 1;179 0

NEvADA 3 31 - 14 8 103 i

NEW mAmPSHIRE - - - -- - - -

NEW JERSEY 400 408 408 599 0 4;788 102

NEW MEXICO 32 -25 12 _22 3 324 30

NEW YORK __O 1,458 0 1.100 0 10.440 _0

NORTH CAROLINA 100 141 58 126 _6 1;065 42

NORTH DAKOTA 5 14 5 le 13 129 3

OHi0-- 28 84 0 50 14 684 14

OKLAHOMA 32 26 4 38 20 268 _6

OREGON__ 0 0 -10 --8 0 110 54

PENNSYLVANtA
PUERTO RICO-

305
_8

761
_5

154
e

076
-8

0
8

4,960
=88

96
0

RHOOE ISLAND 18 42 -6 -II 0 330 _0

SOUTH CAROLINA 59 107 59 107 0 910 49

SOuTH DAKOTA 8 58 0 15 4 180 9

TENNESSEE 7 ii- - -- - -

TEXAS - 110 - 137 - 1.400 -

UTAH 65 191 31 111 0 1,323 17

VERMONT- - -- 2 -- A __7 2

VIRGINIA_ 107 189 173 lee 8 1452 0

wAsMINGTON -- 135 , 120 - 795

BEST-VIRGINIA 22 59 36 07 5 467 15

WISCONSIN - 7 - --- , 286 -

WYOMING 18 11 6 10 3 99 50

AMERICAN SAM0A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GUAM 3 3 8 e 8 9 e

NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - - -

TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - -

vIRGIN_ISLANDS ______ 7 - - -- -

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 3 IS 5 16 0 120 e

u.s. & INSULAR AREAS 4;275 7;693 3.039 0.798 267 64.167 1,254

50 STATES. D.C. t P.R. 4,269 7.672 3.039 0.762 257 64,030 1,254

U,S. & INSULAR_AREAS_TOTAL mAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A

TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1980.

E-105



STATE

Table EFI

NumSER OF-ANTIGIPATED SERviLES NEEUEO_BY_CHILDREN 16 YEARS_AND-OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEm DURING THE 1904-65 SCNOOL YEAR

87 HANDICAPPING CONDITION

HARD Of HEARING & DEAF

TECHNO-
COUNSELING/ TRANS,_ LOGICAL -PKETER- -READER

GUIDANCE PORTATION AIDES_ SERVICES SERVICES
ALA9AMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE

20
2
17
A

347
-2
23
4

4
0
5
0
-
8
0
a

9
_I

29
_14
334

a
1

0

10
_2
42
15
-
20
5
8DISTRICT OF COLUMWA ie 0 _feFLORIDA 28 _7 34 29GEORGIA 33 14 24 23HAWAII I 22 53 53IDAHO- 9 4 0ILLINOIS - - -...

_7
--_INDIANA 39 21 41 30IOWA- 27 0 14 14KANSAS-- 15 0 II 29KENTUCKY_ 24 7 20 _18LOUISIANA 119 02 110 124MAINE 71 8 __ --MARYLAND- 94 4 97 47MASSACHUSETTS 20 3 2 20MICHIGAN _0 62 34 -7MINNESOTA-- 45 _- 45MiSSISSIPPI 2-2 1.4.1 13 _15MiSSOURI it 5 10 195MONTANA- 20 2 49 -3NEBRASKA 15 31 22 53NEVADA 3 4 6 10NEW HAMPSHIRE

.., - - -NEW JERSEY -9 0 10 13NE0_mExico 42 1 _5NEN-yORK-- 31 6
_2

142 140NORTH CAROLINA 79 9 03 89MOTH DAKOTA -3 1 _2 _504-10-- 52 0 60 129OKLAHOMA t 0 32 19OREGON -4 4 _0 _2PEONSYLvANIA 98 15 36 02PUERTO-RICO 94 94 0 0114100E ISLAND-- 3 _9 -5SOON CAROLINA
_9

101 s 53 00SOUTH DAKOTA 9 0 23 11TENNESSEE - ___.- ---TEXAS _.f.

94 80 294 202UTAH 12 0 7 5VERMONT - , - -VIRGINIA__ 14 3 _0 38WASHINGTON - _ 15 -
WEST-VIRGINIA 3 i 17 19WISCONSIN 16 - - 0WYOMING 2 0 0 1AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 e 0CUAM 0 0 6 4NORTHERN__MARIANAS - - _ _
TRUST TERRITORIES - _

., _
VIRGIN ISLANDS , - - -OUR; Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 6 0 6

U.S. 0. INSULAR AREAS 1.830 509 1,714 1;758

5 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 1.836 599 1;714 1;752

6
0
0
0
-
0
0
0
4
27
-2
53
2
-
12
8
5
44

6

a
9
4
-
0
0
I
0
-
-
0
9
0

puy5ICAL/
MENTAL
RESTOR-
AT1ON

_ _

FANILy
SERVICES

1

1

9
9

1 8
0 1

- -
2 8
2 0
0
0 :-.

13 20
s 14

24 15
1 6
- ..,

9 12
2 8
2 _0
0 17

98 95
11 71

1 02
9 10
6 0
- -
5 12
8 0
9 7
0 21
3 4
- ,
6 3
8 1
8 _8

F
7

9
II
0

5 13 39
0 17 4
0 9 e
3 11 35
0 94 94
to e 11
1 6 I
0 0 e
- - -
- 90 72
0 2 1
- - -
8 0 1

15 -
e 1 2
_ 7 7.

0 e 0
0 0 e
e
_

0
_

a
-

_ -
, ,-, -
0 0 e

131 421 672

131 421 672

U,S. le INSULAR AREAS_TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE: 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.
_

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988.

E-I06 :1 = =

6 '

4NDEP-
ENDEHT
LIVING

mAINT-
ENANCE

RES1D-
_ENT1AL-
SERVICES

VOCATIONAL/
TRAINING
SERviCEs

5 4 0 23
2 1 1 :4
2 15 0 35

14 12 6 15
69 ,., - 119
26 0 3 21
a 2 0 7
5 9 0 13
e
7

_7
38
3

_,.

10
11
3
4

90
21
10
le
3
,
e
0

11
37
3
_
e
r

25
33
9
0
4
4
3

94
11
5
10
-

70
5

_-
34
-
0
-
0
0
0
-
-
-
0

702 557 97 1;947

702 557 97 1,947

e e _e
22 e 50
13 i 36
22 a 53
3 2 9

-- - -
10
a

5
a

72
22

17 3 16
__5 6 26
91 40 111
15 - 39
32 6 57
9 e 147
9 e 296
- - 45
8 a -28
8 e 122

22 9 23
10 17 35
4 I 6
- _ 7
0 9 9
2 e

---90 0 190
24 1 102
1 _e -6
8 13 39
6 0 34
_0 0 -4
22 9 109,
94 9 94
11 e 11
ir e 52
0 e 14

_- -
:.7

54 - 90
e e 13
- 1 1

5 1 34
7
17

,
e

-
le

_ _ 3
0 0 i
e 0 e
0 0 e
_ _ -
_ _ -
- -
0 0



Table EFI

VUMBER Of ANTIG/PATED-sERvIcES-NEEDED-07_CHILDREN_16_yEARS_AND_OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUGATIONAL_SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL yEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CoNDITION

HARD OF HEARING a DEAF

TRANSIT-IC*4AL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

POST EVALUATION
VOCATIONAL EmPLOY- r vR
PLACEmENT meta. SERVICES

OTHER ALL NO-SPECIAL
SERVICES SERvICES SERVICES

4L44441A a se e 16 3 140 10

ALASKA_ 4 -3 2 -5 0 -25 6

ARIZONA 17 43 9 37 4 264 3

ARKANSAS -0 15 0 3 3 -93 0

CALIFORNIA 149 149 - - - 1.167 183

COLORADO 21 21 21 0 9 159 4

CONNECTICUT 0 10 t _0 0 09 0

DELAWARE 0 _0 3 13 0 44 4

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 0 -0 -0 _a a _Ai 8

FLORIDA 57 se 28 43 0 423 14

GEORGIA 24 34 it 41 5 289 15

HAWAII 53 53 53 53 0 545 a

IDAHO 7 6 3 9 2 _89 3
ILLINOIS - _. - - - 449 -

INDIANA 31 56 24 63 0 434 1

I0wA 19 22 19 22 0 175 2

KANSAS-- _7 _7 _t i3 _7 121 0

KENTUCKY_ 19 25 13 26 -2 212 13

LOUISIANA 8 38 21 115 80 1.236 19

MAINE- 01 45 12 50 14 422 -

MARYLAND 62 85 40 35 0 039 7

MASSACHUSETTS 2 IT 2 -17 0 420 3

MICHIGAN 4 -8 -0 288 0 522 0

MiNMESOTA- 45 45 45 45 - 315 -

MISSISSIPPI 18 27 14 30 0 223 4

MtSSOURI 5 i50 A 20S 4 705 19

MONTANA- 24 is 18 23 4 171 9

NEBRASKA 41 37 17 20 0 352 8

NEvADA- 6 4 4 5 3 66 3

NEW HAMPSHIRE - , , - _7

NEW 4ERSEY 9 9 0 8 e 71 8

NEW MEX120 1 0 5 t4 o =so 2

NEW YORK- 0 151 10 75 0 070 9

NORTH CAROLINA i3 67 20 40 t 591 6

NORTH DAKOTA 4 / 0 4 9 -30 -0

OH-10 0 155 13 68 13 892 13

OKLAHOMA 25 20 0 :t4 7 244 18

OREOOM. 0 a 0 -3 0 27 0

PFUNSYLVANIA 51 103 16 98 0 682 13

PuERTO RICO 94 94 94 94 0 1;034 0

RHOOE ISLAND _8 _9 0 ii -98 1

SOUTH CAROLINA 14 42 5 31
_0
26 433 19

SOUTH DAKOTA 15 12 19 24 0 128 0

TENNESSEE - , -
TEXAS -_- 04 66 64 7 1.336 -

UTAH s 1 i 3 5 i 70 0

VERMONT - - - - 0 -2 1

VIRGiNtA_-- 0 6 3 20 9 157 0

WASHINGTON - - - -- - -30 -
WEST VIRGINIA 6 8 2 21 0 186

auscoosIN - - , , , 21
_e

20

WYOMING 0 i 8 2 1 9 i
AMERICAN SAMOA 9 0 0 6 0 _8 e

GUAM 4 4 4 4 9 20 0

NORTHERN_MARIANAS - , - - - - -
TRUST_TERRIToRIES - - - - - -

VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 0 9 0 0 _0 0 0

U.S. INSULAR AREAS 930 1.784 634 1;729 172 15.625 318

50 STATES. DC 0 P.R. 926 1.780 630 1.725 172 15.808 318

U.S. A INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA As oF OCT08ER t, 1906.

E-I07 612



Table EF I

NuMBER OC ANTICIPATED SERVICES NEEDED NY_CHILDREN 16-YEARS AND OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM DURING THE 1954-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

MULTINANDICAPPED

STATE

TECHNO-
COUNSELING/ ITRANS-- LOGICAL
GUIDANCE PORTATION AIDES

MUM-
PRETER READER

.SERVIOES SERVICES

01.451OAL,
mENTAL
REMO-
ATICH

_FAWLY_
SERVICES

INDEP-
ENDENT
LIYJNO

mAlm7-
ENANCE

RESID-
-ENTIAL
SERvICES

VOCATIONAL/
TRAINING
SERVICES

AL/MAMA
ALASKA-
ARJZONA:
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO:
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT of COLUMOIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
10xma___
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
JONA__
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAiNE- _

MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEWRASKA
NEYADA-
MER HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO R1C0
MOE ISLANO
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT-
VIRCINIA--
WASHINGTON
WEST VrRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OE INOIAN AFFAIRS

10,s. at INSULAR AREAS

56 STATES; D.C. is Pic

19
10
12
-4
550
12
24
9
0
6
.r.

6
3
-

39
e

-5
17
3

79
187
33
0
,
0
9
16
7
-

-.--

29
19
294
30
2

29
7
9

16
67
13
3

12
-
-
06
,
e
-
-
39
2
e
0
7"
-
,
6

i.722

1.716

ill

_4
14
-2
479
17
17
0
9

_-
13
_2
--
46
34
72
20
11
-0

150
a
6
-

_19

14
-i
14
6
-
19
_9
200
24
_3
10
i2

-0
15
87
10
4
4

-.

97
72
-
9
-
--
30
9
0
0
-
-
-
9

1593

1;593

3
_3
ie
0

539
21
3
0
9

0
-
13
6
-

21
6
1

14
3

15;
ig
0
-
0
9
2

'_
10
_3
500
9

_2
29
6

-9
13
9
12
1

14
-
-
27
-
0

-
-
9
0i
-
-
-
6

1.516

1;510

a
0
1

1

235
3
0
0
0
e
-
13
a
-
2
0
a

i

-
12
9
6

;
9

-
-
a

_4
50

a
±0
29

0
0
9
7
2
9
-
-
a
-
0
-
-
-
9
0
e
-
-
-
9

373

373

1

e
e
1
-
0
9
8
e
5
7
13
e
7
i

0
e
e
a
-

12
0
e
-
0
0
1
a
-
-

-1
59
4
8
e
a
e
0
6
12
6
a
-
-
7

-
9
-
-
-
o
0
0
-
-
...1-

e

112

112

le
_2
11

1

-
9
5
e
0
0

I-3

2

$7.
-6
20
7
2
9

156
0
6
-77

0
0
1

4
-

_,.

_i9
15

294
15
2

le
3

:0
13
0;

;
8

-
39
-
a
-
-
-
e
0
0
-

,
_6

624

818

19

0
11

-1
470
19

2
0
0
0
_-
13
3

_-
35
16
15
iis

-4
_le
ne
27
0
-
8
e

18
12
2

10
5

294
20
3
IR
2
e
17
67
14
4
6
-
66
54
--

a
-

e
0
0

6

1,502

1,496

10
3
9
7

411
19
4
4
0
0
_-
13
_2
--
24
30
3

le
7

23
99
27
8
-
_e

19
4
9
-
-

10
6

294
6
8

30
15
e
9

07
15
2
e
-
-
49
_-
22
-

--
30
1
8
0
-
-.

-
6

1,316

1,319

24
_3
i5
7

_-
74
4

0
0
e
_
13
2

--
44
23
15
ig
le
17

187
0
0
-
e

38
13
a
2
-
le
5

294
13
7

29
9

-0

15
87
13
3

32
-
-

57
-

20
7-

-
30

1
8
e
-
-
-
6

1,145

1,139

ith

-2
12
5

294
_7
14

1

o
0
_
0

4

3;
30
38
12
23
-

56
_i
64
-

-e
2e
5
12
2
-
8lie

294
33
-6
30
5
6
16
e
11

12
3e
--
92
50
-
2
-
-

3
0
e
-
-
-

0

1;245

1.245

8
6
17
6

539
4e
12

1

0
0

7
13
4

61
46
5

2e
9

41
175
28

e
-
0

14
10
15
2
-

39
113
294
28
4

71
16
0

44
87
17
:6
27
-

85
1

24
-
-
30
3
e
A
-
-
,
6

I 834

1,628

U.S. INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY MOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS Of OCTOOER 1. 1906.

E-108
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Table EF1

MAWR OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICESWEEDEDAW_CHILDREN_16_YEARS AND OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-05 SCHOOL YEAR

OY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

MULTIHANDICAPPED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EmPLOYMENT
SERVICES

VOCATIONAL
PLACEmENT

POST
EMPLOY-
MENT

EVALUATION
OF vR

SERVICES
OTMER ---ALL-- NO-SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES_

ALARAmA 8 9 7 17 I 160 8

ALASKA_ 4 4 2 5 _S -40 0

ARIZONA_ 13 15 13 14 13 180 0

ARKANSAS _i _4 1 3 . 45 I

CALIFORNIA 539 539 - - 4,598 0

COLORADO 49 40 4.6. 0 e 341 0

CONNECTiCuT 5 5 0 5 0 lee 9

DELAWARE 1 0 a 0 0 4 8

DISTRICT Of COLOWA 0 6 8 0 6 9 0

FLORIDA 0 4 0 0 0 9 0

GEORGIA - - - - - -

HAWAII 13 13 13 13 0 189 0

IDAHO 3 4 3 4 , 37 0

ILLINOIS _.= - - --- -

INDIANA 37 39 2; 39 67 490 0

IOWA__ 40 40 SO 11 _8 326 0

KANSAS 17 _4 12 _2 18 155 4

KFNTUCKY_ i5 20 7 20 0 229 0

LOUISIANA --i -e -5 -4 _98 2

MAINE -62 146 11 52 12 449 -

MA*LANO111 167 167 107 167 6 2,062 12

MASSACHuSETTS 3 28 3 20 6 196 e

MICHIONW 6 0 I 6 6 64 0

MINNESOTA-- - = - - - - -

MISSISSIPPI _0 0 0 0 9 :ie $

MISSOURI 24 42 14 24 e 210 41

MONTANA :9 _e 3 _6 2 91 6

NEBRASKA 16 10 0 13 6 129 0

NEVADA 2 - 1 - 19 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE
_2
-- - - -- -

NEW APSEY 39 39 _3.1; 2170 0 292 60

NEW MEXICO _6 -6 0 -20 i 127 0

NEW YORK -9 294 500 294 A 4,220 0

NORTH CAROLINA 22 26 14 22 13 294 5

NORTH DAKOTA _6 i 2 5 I -56 0

40 59 18 10 431 6

OKLAHOMA 16 16 II_ 16 2 130 0

OREGON Al _0 6 0 0 -6 0

PENNSYLVANIA II II 9 le 1 159 0

PLIERTO-R1C0 07 67 87 87 0 957 0

RHODE +SLAW- 14 14 0 15 9 109 6

SOUTH CAROLINA ? 6 6 3 o 156 9

SOUTH_DAKOTA 16 3 6 63 9 221 6

TENNESSEE - - - , - - -

TEXAS - _., - - 277 -

UTAH_ 131- 67 59 63. 1 796 9

vERMONT- _ -- - 9 1 -

VIRGINIA 6 36 31 28 0 295 0

WASHINGTON__ 15 15 - 15 - 45 -

NEST_vIRCINIA - -- - I - - -

WISCONSIN - 39 - 3; - 210 -
WYOMING 0 2 6 a 9 15 1

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

GUAM 0 e 0 9 e 4 6

NORTHERN-MARIANAS - , - - - - -

TRUST_TERRITORIES - T - - - ... -

VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - = - -

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 8 6 6 a 0 66 e

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS i,440 1,702 1,276 1096 98 16;960 149

50 STATES, D.C. 4 P.R. i;434 IMO 1,276 1,190 92 16,902 149

U.S. 8 INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY 40T SUm OECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1986.

E=109
6,14



Table EF 1
NumeER oF ANTICIPATED SERVICEs-NEEDED Or CHILDREN 18 YEARS AND_oLDERLEAVING THE EDucATIoNALLSySTEm

DuRINC_THE-1964-035 SCHOOL YEAR
Sr NANDICAPPIA GONDITIoN

ORTHOPEDIC-ALL( IMPAIRED

STATE
COUNSELING/ --TRANS-
GUIDANcE PORTATION

TECHNO-
LOGICAL
AIDES

INTER-
pREIER

SERvicES
READER_
SERVICES

PHySICAL/
MENTAL
RESt0R-
ATIoN

-FAMILY
sERvicEs

ENDENT
LIVING

RES1D-
mAINT, _ENTIAL_
ENANcE SERVICES

VOCATIONAL/
TRATNING
SERVICESALA9AmA

ALAsKA-
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS _

CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
OoNNECTICuT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT Of COLUmelA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO__
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
AwA__
KANSAS_
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
mARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEORASKA
NEVADA_
Kw miumestim
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEr1 c0
NEW_YORK
poem CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO_
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERICIRICO_
RHODE -ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
WAR__
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA-
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING_
AMERICAN SAMOA
Gam -ili-___
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
UR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

u.s, f4 INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. & P.P.

a
5
a

--2
211_

2
13
7
_0
74
19
0
1
--
22
6
7
_2
13
52
33
16
0

30
6
34

1

4
1

a
4
e

ii
_3
85
0

_a
49
20
12
24
4
-
,
9
-
4
0
a
-
1

1

0
,
-
-
1

9213

526

a
_3
Is
3

171
12

1

1

-0
15
13
23

1

-
19
a
5

12
19
_e
26

1_2
214
40
15
33

i

17
-

_..,

12
14

190
18
Ls
71
7

19
78
20
-5
30
13
_

59
19

,7

5
-
0

37
9
0
9
-
-
7*

1

1,147

1;146

a
4
4
_3

291
10
a
0
2
7
9

34
4
,
6
6
3

11
3
-

76
5
0
7-

4
0
_9
12
-

--
12
-2
72
11
2

20
7
0
43
0
_3

49
a
-

111
8
-
0
9
s
-
i
8
a
-
-
7,

_e

799

799

0
9
0
0
-
0
4
0
9
0
0
9
9
-
0
3
8
8
1

0
0
0
-
9
9
9
0
-

8
0
e
0
e
0
9
9
9
0
9
9
B
_
_
0
-
0
-
0
-
0
0
9
7*

-
,
0

4

4

0
0
9
0
-
0
0
9
a
e
a
9
e
-
3
8
0
0
1
_
a
9
0
-
0
0
0
0

9
0
0
0
e
0
e
9

24
0
0
9
0

,
e
-
0
-
0
-
i

0
a
,
-
-
0

27

27

it
1

2
1

-
3

4
i

_4
15
-7
34
9
-

24
5
4

19
I i
7

33
la
_9

30
4
a
0
2
1

17
_3
10
a

:1
ea
9A

03
20
-4
37
13
-

128
11
-
3
-
2
-
0
0
0
-
,
-
0

578

678

6
8
3
a
-
0
9
1

3
Is
5

16
2
-

10
3
2
1

-4
52
17
le
84
30
3

10
1

7
--
3

-2
36
8
7

42
7
0

77
29

a
17
e

4-;

a
,
1

e
5
-
6
a
0
-
-
-
0

566

566

7
1

8
_a
00
11
8
2
1

15
10
16
1

-
11
a
_3
le
13
14
17
10
0
-
3

0
2

15

1

8
-4

126
13
2

14
a
0

41
29

a
13
0
-

65
i 2
-
a
...

6
,
1

a
0
-
-

e

590

590

a
3
3
1

.7

6
2
e
1

lo
_9
Is

1

_-
10
5
3

le
il
19
29

1
0
-
5
s
:0

15
1

0
0
0

17
2
0
7
0

32
20
4
2

13
-

59
4
-
1

7
6
-
6
0
a
7
-
-
1

348

339

5
1

3
0
-
2
0
3
0
8
3
a
0
-
6
5
1

2
4
-
5
4
0
-
0
0
8
4
-
!.7
0
2
e
4
3
e
e
e

39
e
i
1

13
_
-
8
-
0
7
2
-
0
0
0
-
-

i

126

126

8
_3
12
2

211
6
9
6
5

54
21
34
5
i7
27
le
3

28
26
26
29

-12
214
30
II

48
1

14
i
,
7

is
se
22
-5
56
9
0

93
20

9
54
7

-
115
14
-

11
15
_0
37

i
1

8
-
-
-
1

1,425

1,423

U.S. 9 INSULAR_AREAS_TOTAL mAY NoT Sum OFCAUSE 1 STATE ONLy REPORTED ATOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOISER 1. 1966.
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Table EF1
NUMBER OF:ANTICIPATED SERVICES NEEDED BY CHILDREN_16_YEARS__ANDCLDER

LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-83 SCHOOL YEAR
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

POST
VOCATIONAL empor-
PLACEMENT MENT

EVALUATION
OF vR

SERVICES
OTHER ALL NO SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS__
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
666666K6
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW 4ERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YORK 1

NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO_RICO_
mom ISLAND_
SOUTH CAROLINA
MITHIDAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH--
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST__VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN_ _

WYOMING

7

3
2
_O

211
8
5
5
0

5.
tO
34

i
-
12
6
_6
17
7

54
29

1

84
30
5
8
1

16
i

,.

7
2
0
5
3

56
9

-9
41
20
4

23
0
-

76
12
,-

I
-
4
-
i

1
e
-
-
,-

1

875

873

e
3
4

_I

211
6
7

_6
-e
54
14
26
5
-

27
6

_7

19
17

39
29
12
-0
30
5

43
_2
18

I
,
_7
-4

126
20
3

56
9

-0
66
20
10
31
9
-

110
14
-

13
15
7
9
0
1
e
-
-
....

I

1;127

1.125

6
2
2
0
-
8
2
e
i
15
6

26
0
-

10
5
3
9
6
_8
12

1

9

5
19

1

1

i
,
7
1

0
2
2

28
0
-8
19
20
8

23
8
-

58
9
1

10
-
4
-
8
0
e
-
-
,7

0

333

333

7
4
3
3
-
0
4
8
-3
54
29
34
5
-

20
12
_5
18
15
34
2$
12

214
30
7

43
_1
13
i
-

12
-3
54
29
5

57
9

-0
89
28
7

53
8
-

05
10,
7

15
a
9
0
1
0
-
-
.7.

I

1,082

1.080

I
I
a
0
-
0
e
0
-3
39

1

9
8

13

0
0
0
6
9
e
0
0

0
0
0
12

,
0
1

8
I
1

26
0
0
9
0
0
0
8
-
-
0
1
0
-
2
-
0
0
e
-
-
-_-

2

117

115

79
34
67
_10

1.386
78
48
46
29
434
156
295
126
286
207
83
_52
149
159
296
314
-99
819
240
63

235
_11
150

9
-

92
-36
630
167
41

607
73
-0

793
220
79

347
71

--
904
133

2
62
45
71
92

6
5
e
-
-
-
9

10,342

10,328

e
I
I
A

30
39

e
0
-2
20

e
0
1

-
0
0
e
I
2
,
e
e
0
-
0
5
0
0
-
-
3
5
0

I0
289

0
0
e
0
0
5
0
-
-
I

0
-
2
-
o
0

e
-
_
_
0

419

419

AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRIIORIES
VIRGIN_ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

u:s a INSULAR AREAS

58 STATES, D.C. & P.R.

CINSULIMAREAS_TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1; 1986.

E-111



Table EFI

NUMBER OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICES-NEEDED BY CHILDREN 16 YEARS AND_OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM DURING-THE-4904-65 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

_ STATE
COUNSELING/ TRANS-

GUIDANCE PORTATION

TE0040.-
LOGICAL
AIDES_

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

PHYSICAL/
INTER- -MENTAL
PRETER READER RESTON-
SERVICES SERVICES ATtON

ALARAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
61S/RICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA

7
2

10
6

350
--
23
0
0

195
8
0
3
-
0
-
1

±0
AS
52
22
21

4
44
-
9
3
-
-
=
s
2

78
35
3
-
0
3
--
35
9
30
8
-
-
I
-
3

15
ae
-
3
I
I
-
-
-
2

1,081

1,059

e
0
1
0
...

-
7
e
0

76
3
0
0
-
e
-
e
s
5
6

15
3
0
-
-
9
1
-
-
-
0
1

SOO
18
e
-
2
0
-

35
4
1

4
-
-
I
=
2
-

35
.=

0
0
0
-
-

2

923

921

0
1

3
6

70
-
0
0
0
6
0
0
0

0
..

e
1
e
.-

12
6
0

.,.

0
2
-
..

.-

0
1

310
1
2
-
0
0
t
0
1

33
II

-
83
I
9
30

5
-
I

0
0
._..

-
.
0

557

557

I
9
6
0
-
-
0
4
e
0
I
0
0
-
I
-
eI
4
-
0
0
0
-
-
S
1
-

-
0
0
0
2
I
-
6
e

0
0
6
0
-
-
0
-
0
-
0
-
I
0
0
-
...

-
e

7

7

0
I
6
0
-
-
0
5
0
8
e
0
e
-
I
,
0
0

17
7
0
0
e
-
_
6
9
-
-
-
0
0
e
2
0

8
0
t
0
I
0
e
-
-
I
-
0
-
8
-
5
0
111

-
-
-
0

29

29

7

0
0
-
-
3
0
e

20
2
8
0
-
0
=
0
1

16
7
12
21
0

44
-
I
1

-
-
-
0
1

319
3
2
=
6
0

3;
0

33
1

-
62
1

t
4

15
0
-
1
9
0
-
-
-
2

612

618

HAWAII
IDAHO_
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA_
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO R1C0
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA-
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN .
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTNERN-WARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
UR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

510 STATES. D.C. & P.R.

U,S. * INSULAR_AREAS_TOTAL MAY MOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1, 1006;

E-112

INDEP- RESID, VOCATIONAL/
-FAMILY- ENDENT mAINT- ENTIAL_ TRAINING
SERVICES LIVING ENANCE SERVICES SERVICES_

6I
1

8
-
-
1I
t

78
5
0
I
rI
-
1

4
17
52
12
15
I
-.

-
0
1

-
-
7
1

698
13
8

5
4
--
35
e
2
e

-
1

-
6
6
2
...

0
8
9
-
...

-
0

060

960

9
1
3
1

79
-
1
9
6
8
4
0
0
rI
-
to
4
9

14
3

15
0
-

0
0

-
s.

0
2

775
12
2
-
0
3
-

35
1 0
34
4
-
-
1

,
5

15
9
-
1

e
6
-
-
-
2

I.826

1,024

2
1

0
77

-
t
0
0

79
2I
e
-
e
-
I
e
s

10
14

1

0
44

0
6

-
-

0
465
14
e
-
6
9
-

35
5
1

9
-
-
1

-
1
-
1
5
1
0
6
-
-
-
e

788

799

e
1

9
9
-
-
e
9
9
e
e
0
6
-
0
-
0
4
2
-
3
1
e
-

8
6
-
-
-
9
e

155
17
0
-
9
0
-
8
9
1
3
-

79
-1

-
2
-
1
-
0
e
6

-
-
0

279

279

e
1

3
1

um
-
21
0
0

157
14
0
6
-
8
-
0
_6
21
26
29
16
8
-

9
4
-

-
25
2

543
37

1

-
6
0
-

35
14
36
5
-
-
3
-
6

75
38
-
4
e
9
-
-
-
2

1,429

1.418



Table EFI

NUMBER OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICES-NEEDED BY CHILDREN_16 YEARS AND OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-85 SCHCCL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

POST
VOCATIONAL EMPLOY-
PLACEMENT MENT

EVALUATION
OF VR

SERVICES
OTHER -ALL-- NO-SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

ALAIIAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS _
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMOIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAH0=-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA--
KANSAS_
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSE','
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTHOAKOTA
ONIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO_RICI
RHOOE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLWA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH--
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON_ _
WEST_ _VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFA:RS

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS

59 STATES, D.C. * P.R.

0
2
2
0

210

9
41

0
98
19
0
2
-
1

-7

2
2

_2
54
14
2I

44

6
2
-
-

_.7

25
1
9
14
0

6
t
,
35
3
2
2
-
*
1
-

-9
39
2
-
3
0
0
-
!L.

-
2

504

382

0
2
2

--2
2841

-
4
9
i

157
It
8
4
-
1

r
8
-2
22
30
14
16I
-
,
5
3
-

-
25

1
623
20
e
r
8
e
r
35
e
1

1
-
,
3
-
7
15
36
*
a
6
5
..7

-
-
2

1,369

1,358

9
2
2
9

-
2
9
I

90
4I
0
-
1

-
10
6
9
8

10
2
0
-
,
0
1

-
*
-
25

1
-0
7
e
-
0
9
-

35
e
1
5
-
,
1
-
6

45
4
,
3
9
0
-7

-
-
9

284

284

6
2
0
9
-
-
11
9
0

178
10
41

6
,
0
-
2
_7
10
34
29
16
0
-
_-
24
2
.L.

-
--
13

1

465
34
0
-
0
a
-
35
3

36
4
-
-7

3
,

_4
45
38
20
4
0
9
-
-
,
0

1,942

1,942

0
8
1

0
-
-
e
9
0
9
e
0
1

0

5
1

15
9
0
0
0
-
-
9
1

.L.

-
*
0
2
9
4
9
-
0
9
-
9
0
0
0
-
!!

0
0
0
-
9
-
0
4
0
-
-
,
0

34

34

36
15
28
4

1,260
i..

83
0

--2
1.136

73
-0

-22
118

3
--
16
-58
195
296
171
135
-0

176
-
38
22
-
-
-

129
16

5,/29
241
10

54
13

---
305
_44
217
24
-

224
16
_O
46
265
199
25
24
9
9
-
-

14

10,986

10,972

9
8
7
1

99
.!7

8
9
1
0
4
0
2
-7

1

,
8
9
le

0
0
e
-.

-
19
4
-
-
-_.

37
1
7
9
8

0
36
*
0
0
0
0
-
-
0
i
0
15

1

-
e
0
0

-
-
9

269

280

& INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A

TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.



Table EFI

NuMBER OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICES NEEDED BY CHILDREN_16 yEARS_ANO_OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL_SYSTEM DURING THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

STATE__
TECHNO- INTER-

COUNSELING/ TRANS- LOGICAL _PRETER_ _READER-
GUIDANCE PORTATION AIDES SERVICES SERVICES

pHYSICA/
mENIAL
RESTOR-
AT1ON

FAmiLy
sERvICES

INDER-
ENDENT
LIVING

RESID-
_ENTIAL_

ENANCE SERVICES

VOCATIONAL/
TRAINING
SERVICES

ALABAMA 7 3 5 1 3 2 2 4 3 0 iiALASKA -I I 1 e _2 0 0 8 1 0 _2ARIZONA- 11 a II 1 10 4 a 8 5 8 11ARKANSAS- 4 _i e 0 -2 8 A A a -7 4CALIFORNIA 134 106 58 , 84 - 58 67 77 67 67COLORADO 1 3 4 8 e 0 9 8 8 0 12CCHNECTICUT 2 6 6 6 1 8 4 e 0 8 eDELAWARE 6 10 4 8 A 7 4 5 9 5 leDISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AI
-6 6 I 8 0 8 6 0 eFLORIDA 14 14 14 0 14 0 8 i 4 8 7 8GEOROIA

1 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1
BMW 6 3 5 6 5 5 5 5 2 0 5IDAHO- 2 3 0 I 8 2 iILLINOIS - - - - - - - , _- _INDIANA 30 21 17 6 10 i le a II 7 174ONA-- 9 9 6 1 a 1 2 2 2 1 9KANSAS-- 4 _I 2 I 3 0 1 2 2 4 6KENTUCKY_ 7 12 _S $ _4 e 0 3 0 1 12LOUISIANA _9 1 i i 4 9 16 0 -5 14 1 2 12MAINE 25 _6 -- - 4 25 17 -6 - 13MARYLAND 32 46 4$ 6

_.-
40 4 32 20 38 4 32MASSACHUSETTS 0 1 i 0 a 3 3 0 0 aMICHIGAN 0 48 48 6 0 48 0 9 0 45MINNESOTA_ 24 - - -
_O
24

7* T. - - -MISSISSIPPI 1 5 1 9 2 I e a 0 e -4MISSOURI 9 AS 16 0 15 9 9 29 15 0 56MONTANA_ I s a 2 8 8 2 e 1 3NEBRASKA 2 6 0 0 t 0 3 a 2 2 6NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE

-
,

_
-

-
-

7-

-
-
7..

- -
-

- ,
-

-
.7

MEW JERSEY I e s 6 2 0 i 8 0 0 2NEW MEXICO A -2 II _3 0 8 1 1 1 __INEW-YORK-- 12 42 60 0 $4 9 _e e a e 24NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA

31
-2

26
10

25ii 4
0

30
_9

9
-0

la
0

17
2

19
9

14
0

32
0OHIO 15 8 36 6 15 15 i 5 8 e e 0OKLAIONA 6 4 5 0 3 e 8 2 2 1 0

OREGON is 3 9 8 -I 0 8 e 0 0 -0PENNSYLVANIA 45 44 66 41 27 13 13 2 2 4 74PUERTO RICO- 28 25 4 e 8 28 28 28 26 0 28RHOOE ISLAND 9 A A 6 7 6 11 11 At 2 11SOUTH CAROLINA 2 9 1 0 4 0 I 4 2 2 14SOUTH-DAKOTA 0 1 6 s 4 e 0 0 8 8 7
TENNESSEE - , .T - - - - - - - -TEXAS - - 76 T. 74 8 _

.7 66 - 64UTAH 4 A e 1 0 i 1 8 a 3
VERMONT-

..7 - - - - - - -VIRGINIA_ 3 12 9 8 7 0 0 2 2 9 10WASHINGTON - - - 7 , , -.
rf 15VEST-VIRGINIA 3 2 -6 0 3 8 1 1 8 e 3

WISCONSIN - 13 13 . is _ _ - - - 13WYOMINO $ e 2 0 1 a 0 0 e 9 0AMERICAN SAMOA 0 6 0 0 6 8 9 0 0 8 0
OUAM 9 9

9 6 8 0 a 0 e 0 0NORDIERNAMILLeuis - - , _ - _ - , - - -TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - 7! - - - - - - -VIRGIN-ISLANDS
T. - - - - - - - - -

..-

BUR; Of INDIAN Amiss 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 8 0
O.S. a INSULAR AREAS 506 597 550 0 548 103 294 277 238 135 661
50 STATES; D.C. 6 P.R. 560 567 559 0 548 ?83 202 277 238 135 661

U-A. INSULAR AREAS TOTAL WAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS Of OCTODER 1; 1086.
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Table EF1

NUMSER OF ANTICIPATED SERVICES NEEDED BY CHILDREN 16 YEARS-AND-OLDER
LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM DURING-THE-1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES

VOCATIONAL
PLACEMENT

POST
EMPLOY-

MENT

EVALUATION
OF VR

SERVICES_
OTHER ALL NO SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERV 2S

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS__
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO--
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
Immo-
ILLIMOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS__
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE--
MARYLAND__
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW-YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-R100_
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH-
VERMONT_
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST-VIRCINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

4
I

8
1

84
12
9
9
0
9
t

5
3

1;
0
0
4

-3
27
36

1

0
-
0
19
2
5
-
,
2
e

_11

10
3
e
6
a

37
28

a
6
e
-

68
1

-
e
-
2
-
6
8
a
-
-

9

429

420

IS
2

10
3

84
0
2
9
9
e
2
5
3
-
13
8
2
a

11
15
541

8
9
-
-9
24
2
7
-
-,

2
-0

48
22
0

45
6
9

51
28
5
6
2
-
00
2
-
9
15
0
-
0
9
a
-
-
_
a

577

577

2
2
8
1

-
0
0
3
9
e
1

5
2
-
8
2
1

i

13
4.

36
4

0

7
0
5
e
2

.!

2
1

0
9
e
e
3
0

tit

25
0
I

e
_

65
1

_
I

-
1

-
0
8
a
-
-
7
a

225

225

7
3
13
2
-
a
2
12
e
0
1

5
3
-
22
8
5
-4
16
10
36
-8
48
-

-2
24
3
7

-
e
_I
30
28
10
0
64

BO
28

a
8
7
-

54
4

7
8
15
4
-
0
0
9
-
-7

-
0

549

540

3
9
19
1

,s

0
0
3
e
9
0
0
1

e
1

2
9
7
5
9
9
0
-
0
5
0
9

7
9
1
0
19
9
45
0
9
2
0
6
0
0
_
,
e
-
8
-,

2

0
0
e
-
-
_
0

197

107

89
15

121
-49
787
46
-7
97
_e
77
23
55
23
138
105
72
35
_02
120
146
426
59
240
48
_0

217
18
63

-
12

_13
308
316
_82
180
44
__A
478
308
99
57
26

---
534
21
-

52
45
27
52
3
0
e
-
-
-
2

5.835

5.833

3
9
1

0
50
7
a
3
e

33
0
e
e
-
6
e
-2
11
0
-
0
a
9
..

3
14
e
0

-
1

0
e
4

0
15
0
e

14
e
e
3
8
-

e
0
0
-
4
e
3
e
0

7
-
e

174

174

AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

59 STATES. D.C. & P.R.

U-S. & INSULAR_AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1906:

E=115 4.



Table EFI
NuMBER OF ANTICIPATED-SERVICES NEEDED BY CHILDREN 16 YEARS AND OLDER

LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM DURING-THE-1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DEAF-BLIND

STATE
COUNSELING/ TRANS-
GUIDANCE PORTATION

TECHNO-
LOGICAL
AIDES

_PRETER_ _READER-
SERVICES S_ERVICES

PHYSICAL/
MENTAL
RESTOR-
ATION

FAMILY
SERVICES

INDEP-
ENCENT
LIVING

MAIO,
ENANCE

Resib-
_ENT1AL
SERVICES

vocATIONAi_,
TRAINING
SERVICES

e
0
0
-0

9
0
3
1

1

0
16
1

e
_

0
5
0
1

0
e
3
0

0
2

0

e
2

-

0

19
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T
0
0
8
12
0
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-
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3
0
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-
21

1

0
e
0
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1,Th

125

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS-
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO-
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
10WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY-
LOUISIANA
MAINE--
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEw HAMPSHIRE
NEW 1ERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEWYORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
0410
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-R1C0
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
uTAH
VERMONT-
VIRGINTAI
wASHINGTON_ _

WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
R70mING
AMERICAN SAm0A
CuAm
NORTHERN_MARIANAS
TRUST-TERRITORIES
VIRGIN-ISLANDS
BURL OF :NDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES; D;C: & PA.

e
9
e
9
-
0
3
3
0
e
16
0
0
-
0
6
0
1

0
0
3
1

s
2
9
9
2

°
-
,
0
-

19
5
1

-
1

0
8
8

12
0
2
.,

7
3
e
0

19
1

0
e
a
-
-

0

115

115

e
0
0
o
to
a
I

@
2
0

14
I

0
,
0
0
0
1
0
0
3
1

e
,
9
0
I
,
-
-
8
-
19
I

1

-
I
0
e
0
8
9
2
-
7
3
e
2

7
11

i
0
1

e
7
-
,
0

188

105

e
9
e
e
9
6
1

e
0
-0
11

1

0
_
e
5
0
1

9
0
3
e
e
-
e
0
0
-
-
-
e
!=

19
3
0
-
0
0
2
0
3
e
3

7
3
e
e

7
1-
0
0
o
-
-
-
0

78

78

e
a
e
6
9
e
1

I

0
0
e
1
0
-
e
0
0
1
e
0
i
1

e
-
0
0
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-
-
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e
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0
9
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6
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-
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3
e
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e
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e
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9
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t
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-
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e
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e
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e
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-
,
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0
0
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-
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1

0
e
5
9
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1

0
o
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1

9
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6
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1
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e
3
8
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9
e
0

7
-
-
6
-
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0
1

-
0
0
0
e
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e
e
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5
1

e
3
-
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I
0
i
0
-
-

0
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0
e
e
9
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0
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1

e

0
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1

0
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0
0
e
1

e
e
1

0
0
,
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e
i
-
-
-
e

=
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3
1

7
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0
2
8
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e
e
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3
6
2
7
1
1
e
1

0
-
-
,
0
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1
9
e
e
9
8
0
z
;
e
3
1

e
,
e
1

e
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e
e
3
e
e
-
e
e
B
-
-
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0

^
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0
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0
0
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0
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7
3
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3
-r

i
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I
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-
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e
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e
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e
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U,S. &-INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED ATOTAL FOC ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.
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Table EF1
NUMBER Of ANTICIPATED SERVICES NEEDED BY CHILDREN-16-YEARS-AND OLDER

LEAVING THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM DURING THE__1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DEAF-110'ND

STATE

TRANSITIONAL
EMPLOYMENT
_SERVICES

POST
VOCATIONAL EMPLOY-
PLACEMENT MENT

EVALUATION
OF VR

SERVICES
OTHER ALL NO SPECIAL

SERVICES SERVICES SERVICES

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORG I A
MAWAII
I DAHQ
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
_IOWA_
KANSAS
KENTUCKY-
LOUISIANA
MAINE--
MARYLANO
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAIW
MINNESOTA-
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
New MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO-R1C0
RHOOE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAK__
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA--
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISOONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN animas

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

SO STATES, D.C. P.R.

0
0
0
0
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a
0
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1
0
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0
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0
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0
0
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-
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-
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-
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5
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0 0
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0 _0
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0 :g
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0 0
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- -
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- -
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9
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-
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-
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3
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-
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e
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U.S. & INSULAR AREAS TOTAL MAY NOT SUM BECAUSE 1 STATE ONLY REPORTED A
TOTAL FOR ALL SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTONER I. 1988.
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Table EI,2

Proportion of StUdehts 16 Years of Age and Older Exiting

the Educational SySteli in 1984.85 Anticipated to

Need SetviCes_in the 1985-86 School Year

bV HandiCapping Conditional

-...........,

Wuter

Exiting

limber of

Services.,

Anticipated

Couotaling/

Guidance

Trinsporta.

tion

Technolog-

ical AidS

Interpreter iNeader

Services Services

Phygital/

Mental

Restoration

Family Independent

Services Living

Mentally Retarded 58,037 168,803 30.5 17.3 2.2 .1 1.3 7.7 16.4 18.4

Speech or Language

Impaired 8,205 9, 19.1 3.1 4.1 .2 .3 2.3 10.1 6.0

Visually

Handicapped 1,354 5,395 3.5.8 35.4 40.1 .4 39.6 5.8 18.8 19.4

Emotionally

Disturbed 22;144 54;735 41.7 5.0 .6 .1 .2 14.5 32.6 17.9

Learning Ditabled 90,515 127,282 27.2 1.9 3.1 :0 14 1.7 5.2 3.3

Orthopeditally

Impaired 2,553 9;413 27.7 42.8 30.8 ;2 1.0 24.1 21.3 22.4

Deaf-Blind 172 1,155 58.1 56:4 44.2 31.4 279 24.4 47.1 36;6

Other Health

IMpaired 3,124 10,052 29.1 28.0 172 :2 .5 18.1 30.0 320

Hard Of_Hearing

and Deaf 3;954 14,842 39.6 11.9 42:6 43:7 3.3 10.1 16.1 17:0

MUltibindicapped 3,098 18,358 54.1 50:0 477 11.6 3.5 25.9 47:4 41:1

All Conditions 193,156 419,715 30.3 9.2 5.0 1.2 1.5 6.2 13:6 11:4

1/ Anticipated Services are for 17-22 year olds.



Ta ble EF2

Proport;tin of Students 16 Years of Age and Otder Exiting

the Educational System in 1984-85 Anticipated to

Need Services in the 1985-86 School Year

by Handicapping Conditiona/

Maintenance

ReSidential

Services

Vocational/

Training

Transitional

Iployment

Services

Vocational

Placement

Post

Employment

Evaluation

of VP

Servion

Other

Services

Mentally Retarded 1S.8 8.3 44.1 27.9 40.0 19.0 36.8 2.0

Speech or Language

Impaired 4.0 .5 16.6 8.4 22.6 5.7 13.0 2.1

Visuatli

Handicapped 16.4 9.8 47.0 29.9 40.9 15.6 38.1 7.5

EMatiOnillY

Disturbed 5.3 8.4 33.7 17.0 30.7 11.9 26.7 .8

Learning Disabled 1.8 .6 29.6 14.4 22.3 10.1 16.9 I 1.0

Orthopedically

Impaired 12.7 4.6 53.0 32.2 41.8 12.6 38.6 3.0

Deaf-Hlind 45.9 42.4 64.5 53.5 459 353 57;0 2.3

Other Health

Impaired 21.1 8.6 40.8 18.0 39;9 8;4 29:2 :8

Hard of Hearing

and Deaf 13.2 2,3 47.5 22.5 43;8 15;4 42;4 4.0

Multihandicapped 35.4 39.1 57.0 44;7 55;6 39.8 37.3 2;5

All Conditions 8.8 4.8 35.3 19.6 30.3 13.4 25.3 1.5

al Anticipated Services are for 17.22 year olds,
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Table EG1

KAMER OF CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1964-85

ALL CONDITIONS

STATE
3,5

YEARS-OLD
6,41

YEARS-OLD
12-17

YEARS-00
16-21

YEARS OLD
3-21

YEARS_OLD
m"

ALABAMA 1.251 15.966 16.010 3.199 36.428
ALASKA 62 _69 _15 _ 166
M1IMA1

_24
605 4.553 3.952 615 9.665

ARKANSAS__ 176 1.682 1.040 110 2.498
CALIFORNIA - - - - -
COLORADO- 2.971 0 2.112 5813
CONNECTICUT - - ..... -- -
PELAWARE 186 719 1.078 172 2155
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 45 1.677 679 315 2;116
FLORIDA 1.402 9.410 6.476 916 19.608
OKORG I A 98 509 506 -9 1.424
WSW I 55 562 545 _76 1;246
1014011 - 371 1.477 232 2.062
ILLINOIS - - I Ii.... 1i - -
INDIANA 2.564 1;666 2;964 355 7429
INIA-- 332 464 366 176 1,472
KANSAS- _ 143 -1.165 -2.294 547 -4.189
KENTUCKY 1.367 16.365 12.549 1441 31;682
LOUISIANA 2.566 0.667 16.426 3.161 33;682

1.686 1.607 1.537 423 5.453
MARYLAND 195 359 353 _70 988
MASSACHUSETTS 240 1625 1.973 103 4221
WICIIIOAN- 0 9 9 0
MINNESOTA_ 6 -0

_0
--0 0 0

MISSISSIPPI 920 352 8 1;280
MISSOURI 6 -46 -54 9 110
MONTANA_ -16 677 1.126 116 1.825
NE8RASKA_ 129 646 8;249 666 9692
NEVADA 26 240 241 79 586
MEW HAMPSHIRE - - - - -
MEW JERSEY 1;604 2.092 6;719 966 10.761
NEW WERICI,+ 262 4;743 6566 _ 936 14;447
NEW-VOU 3.144 23.054 32;732 4.680 63.610
I!.'ONTH CAROLINA 1.147 16.574 12.749 1.553 25.964
NORTH DAKOTA 233 692 _ 699 _ 259 2;963000 - 3.025 2.271 1.506 6.790
OKLAHOMA -66 169 266 32 603
OREOON _ 115 1;175 _ 666 _ _56 2;235
PENNSYLVANIA 1.447 9.223 11;366 1.932 23.476
PUERTO_RICOL 663 2.114 16.034 6.393 27;226
RHODE ISLAND _ _50 596 356 _:9 900
SOUTH CAROLINA 1.144 6;527 7.953 1,466 16;204
SOUTH-DAKOTA 35 36 0 6 -73
TENNESSEE 7 _43 -66 -14 124
TEXAS 1,447 7;376 4;755 417 13;995
UTM---- 6 6 -6 16 0
VERMONT_ 1412 734 143 16 2.295
VIRGINIA 937 4;165 4;196 422 9;660
WASHINGTON 369 5;974 350 _36 _6;743NESTVIROINIA 920 5.981 5.969 1.233 14.123WIMMIN 2.062 7;563 7,523 944 18.112
WYOMING 17 460 476 65 1.686
AMERICAN SAMOA -3 208 75 -_- 270WO 127 1.631 572 151 1.681
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - -
VIRGIN_ISCANDS -- --- - - -
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 96 592 268 64 956

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 32,741 189.474 208.263 40.760 449,256

56 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 32513 197.651 205.446 46.569 446.141

--

BATA AS OF WINER 1. 1966.

E-120
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Table EG I

NUMBER oF CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-65

LEARNING DISABLED

STATE
3,5

YEARS-OLD
6-11

YEARS OLD
12-17

YEARS-OLD
18-21

YEARS OLD
3-21

YEARS OLD

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS

56
_0
51
3
-

409
-

62
0

16
0
5
-
--

3616
_25

1,663
434

e
-

206
_ 543
3.601

-37
279

e
---

_

5470
_30

2;042
590

0
-

365
275

4.320
-37
427
660
-

702
_5

259
47

791
-
93
_99
268
_e
_36
136
-

18.046
60

4,215
1,874

-
1,200

-
726
917

8,205
-74
749
996

-
INDIANA 28 259 71e 46 1;043
IOWA e 0 0 e e
KANSAS 22 429 1,000 139 1,590
KENTUCKY_ _13 3,494 5,279 493 9.279
LOUISIANA 123 4.668 11.360 1;268 17;443
MAINE 340 264 311 160 1,095
MARYLAND -3 -65 -86 7 181
MASSACHUSETTS 65 644 696 65 1.498
MICHIGAN e e 8 e 0
MINNESOTA- e e e e 0
MISSISSIPPI - 124 170 0 294
MISSOURI e __e __e _e _0
MONTANA e see 709 50 1,350
NEBRASKA 0 -±0 4,298 -0 4;290
NEVADA 5 67 115 25 232
NEW HAMPSHIRE -- -- - --- -
NEW JERSEY 67 697 3,677 463 5.324
NEW MEXICO _29 2239 3274 235 5;777
NEW YORK 195 9:068 12326 962 22545
NORTH CAROLINA 44 3.337 5,379 460 9.220
NORTH DAKOTA 28 273 _ 464 _92 869
OHIO - 2;308 1;700 950 4;950
OKLAHOMA e -90 200 20 310
OREGON _:0 208 145 118 353
PENNSYLVANIA 153 2;314 4;663 487 7617
PUERTO 1110) 0 e 1;975 436 2.411
RHODE ISLAND 50 400 200 e 650
SOUTH CAROLINA 21 1692 2,746 329 4.966
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 _0 0 _0
TENNESSEE -1 9 23 7 40
TEXAS
UTAM

273
_e

3,896
e

3,353
e

238
e

7,760
_e

VERMONT 66 0 e e -88
VIRGINIA-- 119 1.831 2.124 148 4.222
WASHINGTON _e 3.510 _ 274 12 3;796
WEST VIRGINIA 66 1,804 2,613 417 4;900
WISCONSIN 256 2.794 3,979 364 7.393
WYOMING 23 243 261 32 559
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 _e _ e

GUAM e 519 302 32 653
NORTHERN_MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES 7_.

VIRGIN ISLANDS
SUR. OF INDiAN AFFAIRS 21 116 72 3 212

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 2.667 59.224 69,125 10,372 161.388

58 STATES; D.C. & P11. 2;646 56.589 68.751 18;337 160.323

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.

E=121



NuMBER OF CHILDREN 37-21

Table EGI

YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-85

SPEECH IMPAIRED

STATE
3-5

YEARS OLD
6-11

YEARS OLD YEARS OLD
_1821_

YEARS OLD
37..21

YEARS OLD

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA_
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO--

845
10

328
104
-

1.082

6;237
20

1.316
346
-
e

969
5

700
30

7.!

0

56
0

41
1

_-_.

43

8.107
35

2.385
487
-

1.125
CONNECTICUT - - i -
DELAWARE 70 251 6i _411 389
DISTRICT OF COLUNBIA --2 -41 36 27 106
FLORIDA 763 2;351 676 15 3.805
GEORGIA 74 279 279 e 632
HAWAII 30 181 25 1 237
IDAMICI__ -- 284 0 8 284
ILLINOIS -- - - , --,-
INDIANA 2.200 322 37 5 2.564
IOWA -0 -0 -e e -0
KANSAS_ 60 3151 _61 30 : 532
KENTUCKY 1.225 6.963 021 16 11.025
LOUISIANA 1.020 1.443 459 80 3.002
MAINE_ 634 311 220 54 1.219
MARYLAND 64 82 _83 e 235
MASSACHUSETTS 55 420 454 42 971
MICHIGAN_ 0 8 8 0 0
MINNESOTA e _a __e e
MISSISSIPPI - 758 146 0 896
MISSOURI 0 0 8 0 0
MONTANA_ 0 e e e 0
NEBRASKA e _e _O 0 0
NEVADA 16 92 70 0 177
NEW HAMPSHIRE __- --- - --
NEW JERSEY 101 _ 610 260 8 1;199
NEW MEXICO 142 2,783 1 229 130 4.284
MEW YORK 568 1,319 289 8 2.176
NORTH CAROLINA 672 3.098 653 le 4.439
NORTH DAKOTA 80 207 37 19 343
OHIO -- -8 0 0 e
OKLAHOMA ea _81 --0 0 161
OREGON 190 _ 058 166 0 916
PENNSYLVANIA 530 2.717 228 4 3,479
PUERTO_R1CO__ 8 0 0 0 0
RHOOE -ISLAND 0 0 0 e
SOUTH CAROLINA 640 2.879 425 32 3176
SOUTH_DAKOTA 0 :0 0 0 e
TENNESSEE 6 _13 __1 1 -21
TEXAS 994 2.570 413 2 3;979
UTAH= 0 0 0 0 0
VERMONT_ 1;207 695 100 10 2,020
VIRGINIA 066 1,250 955 10 2,898
WASHINGTON- 105 1,613 14 0 1;732
WESI_VIRGINIA 607 2.662 529 140 3,938
WISCONSIN 1,353 2,656 381 11 4,401
WYOMING 6 29 7 0 42
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 50 25 - 75
GUAM 45 123 26 0 194
NORTHERN-MAR1ANAS -. - - -
TRUST IERRITORIES - - - -
V/RGIN_ISLANDS -- --- -- -
SUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 37 320 27 8 392

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 16.512 49,804 18,938 816 78,870

50 STATES. D.C. * P.R. 16,430 49.311 18.860 808 77,499

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.

E-I22
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Table ECU

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-85

MENTALLY RETARDED

STATE
37.5

YEARS:OLD
6,11

YEARS OLD
12,i7_

YEARS-OLD
18,21 _

YEARS-OLD YEARS OLD

ALABAmA 229 3.911 8;975 1;954 i3060
ALASKA _5
ARUONA let 280 345 201 927
ARKANSAS 37 254 371 57 719
CALIFORNIA - -
COLORADO 538 6 583 i,121
CoNNECT4CuT -- _-

_6

--- -- _ -
DELAWARE 22 _69 163 _32 306
DiSTRICT OF COLUMOIA 24 253 160 123 566
FLORIDA 139 879 1,368 438 2,815
GEORGIA 9 68 00 -4 140
mAwAli 3 42 _24 28 _95
IDAHO- - 9 471 549
ILLINOIS - --- ---

_70
_ - ---

INDIANA 125 664 1;820 248 i;603
lOwA -e 9 9 0 0
KANSAS tO -61 442 177 719
KENTUCKY_ 66 2.899 5;272 501 9038
LOUISIANA 676 790 2;949 i;732 6;155
mA4NE--- 309 210 185 24 728
MARYLAND 17 66 _69 25 162
MASSAcHuSETTS 51 387 418 32 895
MiCtoGAN 9 0 9 0 0
mINNEsOTA 9 _9 19 0 -0
mISSISSIPPI - 42 30 7 79
MISSOURI 9 0 9 0 0
MONTANA_ 9 9 290 -60 260
NEBRASKA 8 0 2;441 565 3009
NEvADA- 9 3 1 19
NEw HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY

-
_a

-
_40

---
526

_i5
-

209 _ 787
NEw MEXICO 30 357 _ 525 402 1.322
NEw YORK 337 1.943 3,496 1.249 6,935
NORTH CAROLINA 145 2.133 4.189 756 7,223
NORTH DAKOTA 69 _79 195 _08 411
OHIO - 590 390 100 900
OKLAHOMA 10 1 70 10 90
OREGON 9 _0 125 -50 183
PENNSYLVANIA 331 2.431 3787 820 7;369
PUERTO RICO- 0 0 9,797 3.029 12,822
RHOOE ISLAND 199 0 100
SOuTH CAROLINA 385 1;532 2.886 941 5;744
SOUTH DAKOTA 9 0 0
TENNESSEE :0 115 112 2 -29
TEXAS 63 387 495 194 i;949
UTAH -9 0 0 0 e
VERMONT- et 110 --0 _ 6 -81
VIRGINIA 58 579 572 200 1;407
WASHINGTON 289 410 _24 a 717
WEST-VIRGINIA 199 788 1.909 514 3,309
WISCONSIN 203 906 1.430 394 2,933
WYOMING 3 la 44 19 84
AMERICAN SAmOA 9 0 0 - e
GUAM 49 285 18t 90 605
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS -- - - - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 14 43 45 36 138

U.S. t INSULAR AREAS 4.496 23,388 54,183 16,230 98.297

50 STATES. D.C. t P.R. 4,433 23,960 93.957 16,104 97,554

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=123
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Tab Ic EGI

NUMBER Of CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEn OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SOPOOL YEAR 1984-65

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

STATE
3,0

YEARS-0t0
6,11

YEARS-OLD
12-17

YEARS-OLD
18-21

YEARSALD
3-21

YEARS-OLD

ALABAMA 32 1,197 1.808 299 3.309
ALASKA 10 _15 _39 _5 00
ARIZONA 12 689 562 84 1.320
ARKANSAS 1 10 12 I 24
CALIFORNIA - - -
COLORADO 90 0 e 340 436
CONNECTICUT - 1 1 - -
DELAWARE 7 166 425 42 043
DISTRICT of COLUMOIA e 166 114 28 306
FLORIDA 35 2,329 1,955 140 4.467
GEORGIA 9 57 57 9 123
!WWII 1 16 39 3 50
MAW- - 87 148 16 251
ILLINOIS - - - - -
INDIANA 10 299 443 33 75*
IOWA 9 9 e e 0
KANSAS 15 196 587 142 949
KENTUCKY 7 467 732 152 4.178
LOUISIANA 41 925 2,222 212 3,400
MAINE- 240 397 211 61 S39
MARYLANO -0 -5 5 2 12
MASSACHUSETTS 33 259 279 25 578
MICHIGAN 0 e e 9 0
MINNESOTA 0 0 9 0 9
MISSISSIPPI - 14 13 0 114

MISSOURI 3 39 49 9 100
MONTANA 9 49 99 e 129
NEO*ASKA 9 799 1.295 0 2.091
NEYADA± 0 51 58 29 126
NEW HAMPSHIRE - - - -
NEW 4ERSEY 27 138 1,939 195 1.989
MEW MEXICO 15 788 996 79 14Ø5 1
MEW YORK 465 5,042 16,633 1.210 17,950
NORTH CAROLINA 17 1.071 1.581 01 2.759
NORTH DAKOTA 14 91 154 34 283
OHIO_ , 30 50 40 120
OKLAHOMA 0 2 16 2 20
OREIDOW 1111 -0 1 292 209 9 492
PENNSYLVANIA 170 1,228 2.021 314 31730
PUERTO 1110.0 79 454 519 108 1.229
RHODE ISLAND 9 199 50 0 150
SOUTH CAROLINA 24 794 779 120 1.707
SOUTH DAKOTA 9 0 10 9 0
TENNESSEE 6 2 21 4 27
TEXAS 2 175 197 7 381
UTAK_ 0 0 0 e 0
VERMONT- 3 0 6 e _3
VIROINIA- 19 289 362 29 697
WASHINGTON 0 299 _23 40 1 242
WEST VIRGINIA 27 420 579 21 1.053
WISCONSIN 119 995 1.531 129 2.074
WYOMING 13 90 120 14 243
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 9 9 - 0
GUAM 9 33 16 0 49
MORTNERN_MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - _
OUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 7 74 49 11 140

U.S. a INSULAR AREAS 1.539 29.766 32.889 3,997 58.990

50 STATES, D.C. k P.R. 1.531 29.659 32.625 3,976 58,791

DATA AS OF OCTOKR 1. 1986.

E-124--
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Table E(11

NumBER OF CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR I90495

HARD OF HEARING & DEAF

STATE
3-5

YEARS OLD
6-11

YEARS OLD
12-17

YEARS OLD
10-21

YEARS OLD
3721_

YEARS OLD

ALABAMA 20 158 141 35 360
ALASKA_ :0 -2 -4 8 6
AR-I/ONA 22 49 39 1 111
ARKANSAS- 5 12 11 3 31CALIFORNIA - - - -
OOLORADo 03 0 0 85 160
CONNECTICUT - .f. -_- ... -
DELAWARE 9 1 3 0 _4
OISTRICT OF COLUMOIA _8 12 29 e 32
FLORIDA 19 65 41 11 134
GEORGIA 3 20 20 2 45
HMIGAII 3 9 12 6 29
IDAMO-- - e e o 0
ILLINOIS - - - -
INDIANA

_-
136 20 27 10 167IOWA 9 :6 --0 -e eKANSAS _5 83 142 20 259

KENTUCKY- 13 122 66 22 243
LOUISIANA 232 367 464 105 1.260MAINE 46 99 68 10 232MARYLAND 4 13 13 2 32MASSACHUSETTS 3 26 28 2 59MICHIGAN 0 5 0 e 0MINNESOTA 9 0 e 9 6
MISSISSIPPI - 0 e e 6
MISSOURI 0 0 0 e zeMONTANA _0 I _19 16 -11NESRASICA 52 0 196 34 284
NEVADA_ 6 1 0 19 11NEW HAMPSHIRE , - -- - -NEW JERSEY 25 31 _9 186NEW MEXICO

_3
-4 99 18 46 231NEW-YORK 93 235 306 132 766NORTH CAROLINA 152 363 345 97 957NORTH DAKOTA 9 17 12 4 42OHIO_ - 6 0 0 0OKLAHOMA 2 9 9 9 2OREGON :0 0 _O AI __11PENNSYLVANIA 88 226 335 132 781PUERTO-R1CO MI 289 066 1.121 2.336RHODE ISLAND -Il _8 0 Al i:0

SOUTH CAROLINA 21 95 77 18 299SOUTH DAKOTA 29 18 i 0 38TENNESSEE _8 _0 _2 15 --2TEXAS 30 50 44 18 150UTAH 0 II 0 5 6
VERMONT- _5 _0 :6 9 -5VIRGINIA-- 12 42 54 5 113WASHINGTON -e 15 -7 1 123WEST VIRGINIA 30 84 136 57 309WISCONSIN 45 99 61 is 229manor 21 86 33 e 148
AMERICAN SAMOA 3 9 6 _ 3GUAM 7 9 9 7 32NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - 7 -TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - 7VIRGIN-ISLANDS -.! , - - -BUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 2 5 0 0 7

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 1.263 2.013 3.765 2.992 9.933

58 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 1.251 2.799 3.756 2.905 9.891

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1. 1986.

E-125
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Table EG1

NUMBER Of CHILDREN 5-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SC.HOOL YEAR 1984-85

MULTIMANDICAPPED

STATE
1T-5

YEARS-OLD
611

YEARS-OLD
12-17

YEARS-OLD
18-21

YEARS-OLD
3-21

YEARS OLD

ALABAMA
ALASKA_
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
-IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY_
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND__
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA--
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA-
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
01410
MAMMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHOOE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
1EXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA__
WASHINGTON_ _
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN_MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R.

50
_8
26
7

535
-
_8
14
-
e
5
-

--,.

55
85
-6

_18
190
III
60
5
e
8
..!

3
0
e
2

---
771
14

766
46
33
7
8
0

23
129

0
3
9

-0
21
0
0

47
0
0

41
1
_0
1..;

-

-
7

3.111

3,089

306
_e

107
13

e
-
_3

19
-
_O
10

e
----

_25
216
--5
212
235
92
ea
40
0
0
0
7

25
0
5

--
134
236

1.318
230
_10
120

2
_0
55

891
-0
23
12
-3
58
0
0

82
30
e

63
0

47
-
7
-
16

4.678

4.615

236
o
76
9
-
e
-.

_5
35

e
7
e
-

26
a

-28
147
347
81
aa
43
0
0
2
5

30
0
0

---
222
246

1.378
311
19

196
0

62
1,034

_e
39

e
-0
29
0
-6
71
5
0

37
3

28
-
7
-
12

4,843

4.803

73
e

22
1

168

1
8
-
e
1

6
---

7
128
24
48

221
61
20
4
6
0
0
e
a
e
1

--
58
29

482
105
_a

400
6

50
827
_e
16
e
0
5
0
-6
24

1

e
15
0

1;
-
7
-
0

2,836

2.820

665
e

231
3G

70;

9
76
-
e

23
6

II:
435
-63
425
993
345
216
92
6
e
2
15
61
0
8

---
1,185

527
3,944

892
_68
716
10

181
2,881

es

81
21

_:3
113

0
_iili

204
38
0

156
4

lea
-

_-
--
35

15.468

15,327

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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TAbld I:(31

NUmBER Of CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROvED SERVICES BY HAHDICAPPINC CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-85

ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED

STATC YEARS OLD
0-11

YEARS OLD
12-17

YEARS OLD
18-21

YEARS OLD
-3-21-

YEARS OLD

11 185 127 28 331ALABAMA
ALASKA_ 0 -0 0

ARIZONA-
_0

32 197 55 1 ine

ARKANSAS- 9 3 2 0 14

CALIFORNIA - - - -
COLORADO __ 18i 0 1 52 248

CONNECTICUT -
DELAWARE 8 21 26 3 50
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 2 9 -9 -2 -22

FLORIDA 30 135 66 35 274

GEORGIA 2 19 19 1 41

HAWAII 7 23 15 2 47

IDAHO-- - 0 5 0 0

ILLINOIS
INDIANA AO 2; 22 4 56

IOWA 247 448 390 42 1037
KANSAS 9 is _3 9 20

KENTUCKy_ _10 85 -82 g 106

LOUISIANA 140 162 297 43 552

mAiNE- i16 211 301 /5 643
MYLM11 31 111 19 7 75

MASSACHUSETTS 3 20 22 2 47

MICHIGAN 0 0 5 0 0

MINNESOTA-- 0 0 0 0 9

MISSISSIPPI 2 1 1 4

MISSOURI o o t 0 _0

MONTANA- _e II _5 0 21
NEBRASKA 59 50 25 9 125

NEVADA 0 0 i 0 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE - I- , - -
NEW 4ERSEr _7 _24 ei ip 111

NEW MEXICO 14 299 99 15 319

NEW YORK 297 256 238 47 748
NORTH CAROLINA 29 136 100 10 281

NORTH DAKOTA 5 14 19 2 40
oHlID: - 75 25 10 110

0e,,,ANCMA 1 _0 _5 9 i

ORVICN A 25 25 0 -59

PEWSYIVANtA 112 121 150 -60 451

PUERTO RICO- 135 144 727 1,214 2;229
RHOOE ISLAND _e _3 e 9 e

SOUTH CAROLINA 28 34 69 16 177

SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 0 9 9

VENMESSEE _0 _8 _0 _O 0

TEXAS 32 77 lot 35 245

UTAM e 0 * 0 _O
VERMONT 22 _9 _9 9 22
VIRGINIA__ 12 17 23 3 55
WASHINGTON 15 to -1 -0 _76
WEST-VIRGINIA 30 105 03 29 255
WISCONSIN 42 77 37 6 12
WYOMING 0 5 5 9 le

AMERICAN SAMOA 9 0 9 , 0

GUAM 9 8 4 3 24
NORTHENN_MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST-TERRITORIES - - - - -
VIRGIN-ISLANDS - , , -, _-

BUR; Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 2 8 9 0 19

U.S. 4: INSULAR AREAS 1,619 2,932 3,959 1,749 9,350

50 STATES; D.C. I P.R. 1,608 2,916 3,055 1,737 9,316

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1986.

E=127
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Table EG I
NUIABER OF CHILDREN 1-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-65

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

STATE
3-5

YEARS OLD
6-11

YEARS OLD
_1217

YEARS OLD
18-21

YEARS OLD
3-21

YEARS-OLD

ALUMNA 2 116 140 39 297
ALASKA 0 8 0 0 0
ARIZONA 73 132 109 5 319
ARKANSAS 5 4 3 e 12
CALIFORNIA - - - - -
COLORADO 0 0 0 0 0
CONNECTICUT - T. - =
acLimmat 0 2 0 2
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 6 12 16 13 41
FLORIDA I 24 23 3 50
GEORGIA 0 1 b 10 1 37HAWAII 0 0 0 0 0
IDAHO - 0 0 0 6
ILLINOIS - - - -
INDIANA 1 2 5 0 6
IONA - - - - -KANSAS 4 2 -5 0 11
KENTUCKY 0 42 57 8 116LOUISIANA 47 165 161 18 331MAINE GO 70 107 17 254
MARYLAND 14 10 19 t 53
MASSACHUSETTS 3 25 26 3 59
MICHIGAN 6 0 0 0 0
MINNESOTA 0 I 0 9 $
MISSISSIPPI .- 4 I e 0
MISSOURI 0 0 0 0 0MONTANA 0 1 1 0 2NEBRASKA - T. = .,- -
NEVADA- 4 0 9 D 4
mew HAMPSHIRE , - - - -
MEW 2ERSEY 0 tl 46 6 63
NEW MEXICO 7 26 29 I 65
NEW YORK 447 3.083 3,873 484 7.887
WORTH CAROLINA 31 130 161 16 278
NORTH DAKOTA 2 18 2 6 14
OHIO - 0 0 0 0OKLAHOMA 4 e -. e 4
OREGON 0 0 125 0 125
PENNSYLVANIA .- - - -
PUERTO R1CO 211 170 34; 375 1.101
RHODE ISLAND 0 0 0 0 0
SOUTH CANOLINA 11 20 9 5 45
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 0 1 0 0 1TEXAS 22 122 160 a 250
UTAH__ 0 e e e 0VERMONT 3 0 0 0 3VIRGINIA- 2 0 12 I 23WASHINGTON 0 110 I 0 120WEST VIRGINIA 17 47 70 29 163
WISCONSIN 13 38 41 6 98WYOMING 0 0 1 0 I
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 e e 0GUAM 2 1 0 0 3NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - = - -
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 7 4 e e li

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS 1,001 4.364 5,440 1,037 11,801

50 STATES. D.C. k P.R. 902 4,359 5,449 1.037 11,837

DATA AS OF OCTOOER 1. 1906.

E-I28
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Table EG1

mama or CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED OF IMPROVED SERVICES ey HANDICAPPING CONUI !ON

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-85

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

3-5
STATE_ YEARS_OLD

0-11
YEARS OLD

12-17
YEARS-OLD

18,21
YEARS OLD

3,-21

YEARS-OLD

ALAPAHA
ALASKA_

7
_o

91
o

75
o

11
0

184
o

AR1 IONA 18 se 27 9 73
ARKANSAS-- 3 4 5 0 12

CALIFORNIA - ., , -
COLORADO 32 II 0 29 52
CONNECTICUT - - - --
DELAWARE 25 -9 0 I 26
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 1 21 _2 2 26
FLORIDA 1 25 29 9 55
GEOROIA 1 II 18 1 23
HAWAII 1 3 4 1 9
IDAHO- - 0 0 0 9
ILLINOIS - - - --
INDIANA 4 5 8 2 19

10WA_- III _0 10 -0 9
KANSAS 1 -0 26 15 -42
KENTUCKY- is B1 _73 12 172
LOUISIANA 36 144 205 45 439
MAINE 26 30 32 9 88
MARYLAND 2 9 o 0 -2

MASSACHUSETTS 2 11 12 1 26
MICHIGAN 0 0 0 0 9
MINNESOTA--
Mississippi

0
-

0
I

0
0

9
0

0
1

MUSS:OUR I 0 0 0 9 9
MONTANA 0 5 0 -9 -9
NEBRASKA 27 9 9 66 93
NEVADA 0 I o a 9
NEW NAM/SHIRE - - - - -
NCO JEWRY 2 :7 37 9 55
NEW MEXICO 4 26 16 3 _49
NEW YORK- 51 174 243 49 517
NORTH CAROLINA 7 66 33 2 110
NORTH DAKOTA 9 I 7 2 10
OHJO -!. 0 _0 9 _9

OKLAHOMA 1 4 -0 9 -5

OREGON A iis leo _0 108
PENNSYLVANIA 27 137 108 47 319
PUERTO-RICO 70 159 771 1.227 2.226
RHODE ISLAND- -0 -I -0 0 -9
SOUTH CAROLINA II 37 23 5 76
SOUTH DAKOTA a _0 o 0 14
TENNESSEE 0 -6 -1 0 -4

TEXAS 9 32 23 I 85
UTAK__ I AI _ II 0 0
VERMONT- 3 35 35 0 73
VIRGINIA-- 5 19 23 2 49
WASHINGTON 4 1 1 0 I
WEST VIRGINIA 27 61 73 18 179
WISCONSIN 10 33 25 3 71
WYOMING- I 2 2 0 4
AMERICAN SAMOA I 0 4 - 9
GUAM 0 5 5 0 19
NORTHERN-MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST_TERRITORIES -n .r i-f,

VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - -
Ow Of INDIAN AFFAIRS 1 6 4 2 13

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 433 1.271 2.938 1.555 5.297

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R. 432 1.280 2.929 1.553 5.274

DATA AS Of OCTOBER 1, 1986.
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Tab ld EG1

NumBER OF CNILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD IN NEED Of IMPROvED SERVICES BY HAM:MAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1984-85

DEAF-OLIND

STATE
VEAlli!OLD 1YE:74OLD

-12-17
YEARS OLD

15-11
YEARS OLD

3-21
YEARs OLD

ALABAMA 1 9 2 12ALASKA O 0 0 eAR42014A- 24 1 2 1 28ARKANSAS__ 2 2
1 9 5CALtFORNIA_ - - - - -

COLORADO- i8 II 0 14 30CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT Of ODLuMBIA
FLOOIDA
OEOROIA

2 i

i

6
o
o

15

to

24
1

oHARAII 0 t 9 1WAND - 0 0 O 0ILLINOIS
HOUMA 1 I 0 9 2IORA--- 0 O 9 0KANSAS__ 2 0 9 0 2KENTUCKY 0 -0 0 0LOUISIANA 3 0 12 5 28

MARyLAND
4 2 3

I
A it

0MASSACHUSETTS 0 2 2 0 4

MINNESOTA_
MISSISSIPPI

6
_

0 0
0

0
9

2
0RISSYURI 9 8 8 IMONTANA_

NEBRASKA II 6 8
_ 2

_,

NEVADA-- 0 9 0 0 9NEW HAMPSHIRE - - - - _NEW 4FRSEY O II 9 _0NEW WXtC0 0 7 1 -2 22NEW_71RX 23 24 3 51 138NORTH CAROLINA 4 a i 4 34NORTP DAKOTA 1 0 2 3CMAO
OKLAWNA
OREmi

- 0
0

9
e
0

0
a
aPENNSYLVANIA

P4ERIO_R103_
RHODE ISLAND
MTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA

1 14
0

1

1 5
e
0
e
a

43
e
e
1

9TENNESSEE
0 0TEXAS 1 1 3UTAN___
0 9VERMONT_ 8 0 eVIROIMIA
9 911ASHINCTON

WEST_VINOIHIA a
9
a

9
17WISCONSIN_

RIMING
AMERICAN SAMOA

2
1
4

1

0
0

1

0
,

4
1

8QUAY- _ _ 1 1 3 5NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIES
VIRCIMISLANPS
0u0. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 0 a 0

6 INSULAR AREAS 10i 84 124 115 424

50 STATES. D.C. k P.R. Ili 83 123 112 419

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1; 1688.
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Table Eli 1

ESTIMATED RESIDENT POPULATIONS
BY STATE FOR 3-21 YEAR OLDS

STATE

PERCENT
CNANOE-IN -CHANGE-

I
..

1978-77

141.Welet-.---------

1084-05 1905-08

4-.411.110ER---+ +------ 4 NUMBER-I.

1985-ea - 1985-88-- isies-ise-- 1985-88 -
1970-77 1904-85 1978-77 1984-85

ALABAMA 1278040 1.200440 1.213000
----------

.703;064 5400 -4.94 8.41
ALASKA- 171.000 180.000 170400 -1.000 -2.6416 -0.58 1.19
ARIZONA- 788440 893.000 917400 129;009 24;080 18:37 2;69
ARKANSAS_ 744400 899000 _ 898444 _.4.8441 -1008 -0.85 -0.14
CALIFORNIA 7;92.000 7.145.040 7.200.080 108.089 55.000 1.52 8.77
COLORADO 900.040 020.000 010400 40400 -10480 _1:11 -109
CONNECTICUT 1;021400 050;800 844;008 -177;804 .4;000 -A7.34 ,41.71

DELAWARE _ 295000 177.000 175000 -10.000 -2400 -14.63 -1.13
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 227.000 157.000 141.000 -80.000 -10.000 -57.59 -10.19
FLORIDA 2.525400 2720;008 2757890 232;409 31909 9;19 1;14
GEORGIA 1;778;044 1047880 1814404 32004 1.800 1.80 .17
MAWAII 321.000 312.000 309.000 -12.000 -3.000 -3.74 -0.98
IDAHO 207440 1 327404 = 333.041 -30.084 =cm 12;12 183
ILLINOIS 3;802;000 3;351;084 3.318.404 .486;084 35.009 12.711 -1.04
INDIANA 1.854400 1.880.000 1.833.000 .421.000 -27404 -11.92 -1.83
IOWA-- 070400 41.000 833.000 -137.000 -8.008 -14.12 -0.95
KANSAS__ 743.040 700;000 _ 8984041 .T07400 _,4409 -8;78 -0:57
KENTUCKY 1.101000 1128008 1.115.000 -04.004 -13.000 -5.59 -1.15
LOUISIANA 1.444.000 1;434400 1.427400 -17.000 -7.000 -1.18 -0.49
mAINE- 360400 : 338;880 332.800 -36 080 -0400 ,10;70 -1;78
MARYLAND 1;437;040 1228.840 1;20;004 .421404 -12.009 T15.30 .4.98
NASSACHUSETTS 1;930.040 1.578.000 1.533440 -397.000 -43.080 -50.57 -2.73
mICHIGAN- 3.287400 2.743.004 2711400 .454004 -32004 -1702 -1.17
MINNESOTA__ 1493.04. 1419400 1.213408 -108;004 -8;909 -12.92 -8.49
MISSISSIPPI 842400 848.840 050.008 -35080 2.008 -3.63 8.24
MISSOURI 1;597480 1.434.000 1.422.000 -105.000 -14480 -10.40 -0.97
MONTANA_ 245408 244.0041 245;888 ,26;600 1.089 .,7;55 _8;41
NEORASKA 528440 474.000 489.000 -59.000 -5.0so -11.17 -1.05
NEVADA 211.000 251.000 237.000 28.000 -14.008 12.32 -5.50
MEW HARPSHIRE 281404 = 278;000 278;008 -.4404 8 =1;07 0;88
NEW 4ERSEY 2.398440 2450;000 2.083000 .435004 13.000 -13.97 8.83
NEW MEXICO 4474410 457.0410 483.000 -18.000 -8.000 -3.58 1.31
MEW_YORK 5;814;000 4;894408 4;815;800 -499400 -79400 -17;18 -1:81
NORTH CAROLINA 1483080 1799;880 1;770;084 -107090 -23404 -5.64 -1.28
NORTH DAKOTA 230.000 208.000 208.000 -25.000 0 -10.43 0.00
0410- 3407.000 3.153.000 3105000 .482400 -48004 -15;79 -1;52
OKLAHOMA 908000 908000 847.808 01;000 ,1.804 _4.73 -800
OREGON 752.000 749.000 747.800 -6.080 -2.000 -0.66 -0.27
PENNSYLVANIA 3.7113400 3.217.000 3.177.804 -415400 -40;400 -10:24 -1:24
PU0110_4110.0_ - - - - - - -
RHODE -ISLAND 300.900 250400 253800 -45880 -5.000 -17.86 -1.94
SOUTH CAROLINA 1.035400 1.021.000 1.014400 -21.000 -7.000 -2.03 -0.89
SOUTH_DAKOIA 241400 214.084 214;008 -27408 ,2400 -11;20 -0;93
TENNESSEE 1;413480 1.3894410 1.350.004 ..15.040 -11000 -3.89 -0.80
TEXAS 4;448.000 4.953400 4.998.000 580400 43.000 12.37 0.87
UTAH== 451.000 022440 805400 124400 -17;005 25;78 -2;73
VERMONT 188080 15E844 _ 153408 _.15.000 _-..3.404 ,11.93 -1.92
VIRGINIA-- -754.000 1;829.080 1.841.004 ...153.000 -19.000 -8.72 -1.47
WASHINOTON--- 1217400 1.234.000 1;241400 24.004 5400 1.97 0;40
WEST_N1RGINIA 502400 589440 5417.804 -10;098 _.,.2.000 .74;22 ,41.35
WISCONSIN 1.011.000 1.403.000 1401.080 -222.880 -12.800 -13.76 -4.00
WYOMING 134400 844.008 182.080 28.000 -478.800 19.12 -74.89
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - - - - -
GUAM - - - - - - -
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - - - -
1RUST=TERRITORIES - - - - - - -
VIRGIN_ISLANDS
pm OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - - _ -

U;S; 0 INSULAR AREAS 72782.000 88;894.000 87;077;000 -4.990.000 -817;800 -8.74 -1.19

54 STATES. D.C. 8 P.R. 72.782.000 80.894.000 87.877.000 -4.905.800 -817.000 -8.74 -1.19

POPULATION COUNTS_ARE .IULY_ESTIMATES FROM_UNPUBLISHED DATA FROM_THE CENSUS BUREAU.
THE 1976-77 DATA FOR THE 3-4_. 0-17. AND 18-21 YEAR OLD AGE GROUPS WERE ESTIMATED
FROM THE 3-21 YEAR OLD AGE OMOUP.

THE 1984-85, 3-5 AND 6-17 YEAR OLD AGE GROUP DATA WERE ESTIMATED FRom
3-4 AND 5-17 AGE GROUP DATA PROVIDED 8Y THE CENSUS.

THE 1985-88 YEAR AGE GROUP DATA_WERE CALCULATED BY ADDING ESTIMATED
INDIVIDUAL AGE YEAR DATA PROVIDED BY THE CENSUS.

THESE ESTIMATES INCLUDE 90TH HANDICAPPED AND NONHANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1948.
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Table EH2
ESTIMATED_RESIDENT POPULATIONS

el. STATE FOR 3-5 YEAR OLDS

STATE

CHANGE_40

1985746:-
1976-77

PERCENT
CHAXGE
NUMBER-----+

1976-77 19114-85-_ 1985-66-
1995-46--
1984-65

4-----IN

ID135-66 - 198566 -
1976-77 1984-85

ALABAMA 115.341 104;932 164.880 8.659 17.968 -_-_4.94 10.22ALASKA_ -24.044 -25.417 _8.932 _7.583 37.41 29.83AR-120NA 120;121 129.994
_34.099
157.090 36.873 27;100 3078 20.66ARKANSAS 101;569 109.795 19;080 -6.431 7.205 41.33 715CALIFORNIA 909.219 995.293 1.237.680 327.781 251.707 36.05 25.50COLORADO 126.145 126.692 154.000 35.855 29.308 29.84 23.13CONNECTICUT 113;354 97.341 113.000 4.642 20.059 4.99 21.22DELAWARE 25.241 _21;439 27;990 1.759 5.561 6.97 25.94DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA -27.938 -17.478 =24.099 -73;939 _6.524 -14.19 37.33FLORIDA 344352 344.580 427.900 82.646 92;420 24.88 24.9204ORCIA 249.132 240;046 275.099 25.868 34.994 19.10 14.58KNKkli 45.997 44.785 _7.963 8.215 17.52 18.34IDANO- _44.631 -66.107
_93048
-39.009 14.309 _2893 32.20 -5.46ILLINOIS 401.179 458.319 538.0641 38.822 79.681 7.76 17.39INDIANA 246.507 229.325 250;999 _3;493 29.675 1.42 :9.621OWA 116.766 119.605 135.996 10;234 15395 13.67 12.67KANSAS _96764 101.192 122.000 25.216 20.208 26.05 1985.KENTUCKY_ 142.249 157.824 170;999 _7.151 42.176 4.79 :7.71LOUISIANA 106.917 206.421 243.949 44;183 36.519 22.16 17.72MAINE _47;444 _43.343 148.600 356 4,697 8.75 16.82MARYLAND 144.831 142;193 161.4100 16.169 38,807 9.01 27.29MASSACHUSETTS 213.304 177.637 217.4041 3.616 39.963 1.75 22.57MICHIGAH 413.407 359.211 485.900 -8.467 45.789 77285 12.76MINNESOTA- 166.846 163466 261;000 34.355 37.540 20.62 22.97MISSISSIPPI 130.906 122.866 136;492 _1.190 13.134 3.90 18.69MISSOURI 205.393 194.117 229.999 21.007 34.823 14.49 17.05MONTANA 35;214 38;881 42;999 6.786 5.119 19.27 13.64NEBRASKA 69.5i1 69.362 00;998 10.489 10.648 15.99 15.30NEVADA- 27.639 33.244 39.999 11;162 5.156 40.18 17.54New NAmpsNInt _34;881 _35.196 -42.099 7.149 6.904 20.41 19:33NEN JERSEY 299.746 252107 293;088 -2.254 40.093 0.70 10.22NEW MEXICO -64.122 -68.468 -81.800 10;878 14592 26.32 21.91NEW YORK 792.865 613.967 712.999 9.130 98.933 1:30 16.44NORTH CWROL INA 252.150 230;893 253.000 844 22.117 9.33NORTH DAKOTA -36.231 -31.219 -30.099 _5;769 -4.799 19.98 15.35OH-10 470.129 424.593 492.000 11.871 51;407 2.53 13.52OKLAHOMA 126.173 142196 164.090 31.827 21.802 29.94 15.33OREQON 98.561 110.649 125;099 26.439 44.351 26.83 12.97PENNSYLVANIA 4641.377 02.752 468.699 7.623 65;248 1.66 16.29PUERTO RIVO _i_ --7 - _ -_-

-- 7- _-RHOOE ISLAND: 35.362 30.699 _36;646 63; -5.991 1.69 19.61SOUTH CAROLINA 144.909 134.971 154.000 9;112 11.029 -6.29 12.43SOUTH-DAK0TA _32.481 -32.567 -39.008 6.519 -0.413 28.67 19.66TENNESSEE 192,024 183;643 201.000 --6.976 47.357 4.67TEXAS 634,321 722.976 856.000 221;679 133.924 34.95 18.55UTAN 81;356 124.554 121.000 39.644 -558 4873 -4.46VERMONT- i20.524 19;702 _24.090 -3.476 4.218 16.94 21.32VIRGINIA__ 216.877 200.499 237;499 29.423 36.582 9.28 18.21WASNINGTON 147.985 173.920 209.080 64.095 34..190 4063 19.66VEST-VIRGINIA 84;025 _83.437 ABMs -1.025 -437 -1.22 -e.52WISCONSIN 192,191 180.661 219.988 29899 32.939 13.95 17.79WYOMING i9.946 112.359 32.000 12054 -80.359 6043 -71.52AMERICAN SAMOA - - - 7 - -
.7! - - - - - ,NORTHERN_MAR1ANAS - - 7! - - -TRuST TERRITORIES - - 77 - -VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -

BUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS - -
--- _

-
U.S 0 INSULAR AREAS 9.429.567 9.263.765 i0.760.000 1.330.493 1.476.235 14.11 15.90
50 STATES. D.C. * P.R. 9;429.507 9.283.765 10.760.0410 1.330.493 1.476;235 14;11 15.90

POPOLATION-COUNTS-ARE-JOLY ESTIMATES FROM UMPOOLISMEO_DATA FROM-THE-CENSOSAIOREAO.
THE 1976-77_DATA_FOR_THE-3-5,-6-17. AND 16-21 YEAR OLD AGE GROUPS WERE ESTIMATED
FROM THE 3-21_YEAR OLD ACE GROUP:

THE 198485; 3.*1 AND_6-47-YEAR-OLD-AGE GROUP DATA WERE ESTIMATED FROM
3-4 AND 5-17 AGE GROUP DATA PROVIDED BY THE CENSUS.

THE_192157-89_YEAR -AGE -GROUP-DATA-WERE CALCULATED OY ADDING EsTINATED
INDIVIDUAL AGE YEAR DATA PROVIDED BY THE CENSUS.

THESE ESTIMATES INCLUDE BOTH HANDICAPPED AND NONHANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1. 1986.

F.=132
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Table EH3
ESTIMATED-RESIDENT POPULATIONS
84 STATE FOR 8-17 YEAR OLDS

STATE

CHANGE IN
PERCENT
CHANGE

_ 1976-77

-NUMBER

1904-85 1965-00

4--------NUMBER

1985-06 - 1985-80 -
1978-77 1984-85

+-----IN NUMBER +

1989700 -
1978-77

19857-86_-
1984-85

ALABAmA 812.953 709.008 755.000 -57.953 -14A08
Io.......

-7.11 ,1.913
ALASKA_ 102.411 100.583 400.099 -2.411 -583 -2.35 -0.50
ARiZONA 400540 587;100 5543090 033452 -13.100 12.03 -2.31
ARKANSAS 450.431 448.205 434.000 -10.431 _714.205 -73.05 -3.17
CALIFORNIA 4.440.498 4.404.707 4.304.000 -142.498 -100.707 -3.20 ,72.29
COLORADO 551.093 508;306 547;000 _-4.093 -19.398 -0.74 -3.41
CONmECTIcuT 671.319 531.450 514;000 -1573319 -173859 -23:43 -3.32
DELAWARE 128.704 107.541 104.000 -24.704 -3.501 -19.21 __-3.31
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _ 130;585 190;524 -79.008 -07.585 -11.524 -42.18 -12.73
FLORIDA 1.500.530 1.719.420 130533090 063470 -683420 449 -3.80
01001CIA 1.120.109 1.128.994 1012.900 -8.189 -18.994 -70.72 -L51
HAWAII 191.410 167.215 181.000 -10.110 -8.215 -5.29 -3.32IDAM3 1814590 2893893 211;080 _24;410 _1.107 13:00 9.53
ILLINOIS 2.429.988 2000.801 2931;000 7.398;008 -775.881 !..1642 -3.59
INDIANA 1.102.081 1.843.675 1.810.080 -100.881 -27.875 -14.99 -2.65
lOwA 0323399 5353395 5143000 -118.309 -21.395 -18.72 -4.08
KANSAS- 473.180 431.208 422.800 -51180 -4;298 -1082 -2.14
KE7ITUCKY_ 740.989 710.178 889.080 -57.989 -21170 -7.70 ...2:98
LOUISIANA 9233078 9853579 8881000 -55.970 -37.579 -5.07 -4.15
mAINE 237.130 214.087 2053888 -323130 4.687 -13.55 -4.51
MARYLANO 928.271 758.807 726.080 -202.271 -32.8_07 741.77 -432
mASSACHUSETTS 4.242.491 980.902 910.090 -$24.391 -40.902 -20.11 -5.80
MICHIGAN- 2;890.777 1.737;789 1;8073000 -4081777 =58.780 -10.50 -2.92
MINNESOTA-- 898.231 702.548 740.000 -158.231 -.22.540 -17:02 -2.95
MISSISSIPPI 502.004 544.434 525.000 -37.084 -19.134 . -0.80 73.52MISSOURI 1;003.075 8973823 873.080 -1383075 -24.823 -12.07 -2.70
MONTANA 189.430 157.119 101.900 ,16.330 -19.03 -3.89
NEBRASKA 3321339 295.018 288.000 -44.339 -7.018 -13.34 _7,2.58NEvADA-- 135;073 1573758 140.800 14.927 -17 750 3.85 -11.20NEw HAMPSHIRE 103.785 175.084 189.880 -143785 -43884 -41.84 -3.87NEW JERSEY 1.007.994 1.308.893 1.270.009 .Z17.994 -30;894 -70.82 .-2:97
NEW MEXICO 280.078 288;502 283.800 -2.122 -5.592 0.78 -1.94NEw yoRX 3.793.733 3;900;933 2;924;080 -8093733 -130;933 -22.05 -4.47
NORTH CAROLINA 1.181.030 1.121.117 1.087.000 -94.830 -34.117 __....0:02 -3:04
NORTH DAKOTA 144;042 129.700 125.090 -19.942 -4.790 -13.22 -3.69
OH-10 23355.041 1;909;487 139273000 -428;041 -42.407 -19.18 -3.14
OKLAHOMA 584.509 004.882 592.980 27.411 -12;802 4:80 -2.12
OREGON 478.903 478.351 408.080 -10.903 -10.351 -2.28 -2.10
PENNSYLVANtA 2;454.442 2.9413248 1;045;000 -509.842 -98.248 -20.70 -4.72
PUERTO-RICO- - - - - - -
RHOOE ISLAND_ 190.207 159.901 152.800 -47.207 ...7.901 -23.70 -4.94SOUTH CAROLINA 845;989 8403829 8183009 -27.989 -22.029 -4.33 -3.44
SOUTH-DAKOTA 151.433 136.413 __ 138.888 -213333 .743413 -14.10 -4.70
TENNESSEE 899,154 807.357 841.989 -58.154 -26.357 -6.47 .4:04TEXAS 2.779;601 3.108.924 3.802.080 282.339 -44.924 0.10 -1.45
UTAm 280.214 381;444 378;080 913708 -33444 32.93 -8.90
VERMONT- 108.097 -96.218 -92.990 -16.007 _774.216 14.02 .-4.38VIRGINIA_ 1.098;502 908.501 002.889 -126.502 -28.501 -11.78 -2.88WASHINGTON 770.411 7783100 7043000 -123411 -14.190 -1.60 -1.82
WEST-VIRGINIA 380.112 309.583 359.080 -21.112 '40.583 _,5:05 -2.06WISCONSIN 1.843.493 078.939 858.009 -193.493 -28.939 -18.54 7-3.29WYOMING 84.744 419.041 99.008 14.250 -328.041 10.82 -70.41
AMERICAN SAm0A - .,- - - -CUAm - 7 - ... - 7.
NORTNERN MARIANAS - - - - -TRUST TERRITORIES - -VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -

BUS. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS -

U.S. I INSULAR AREAS 44337.803 43.9813233 41.438.000 -4.099.803 -1.843.233 -10.57 -3.61

50 STATES. D.C. s P.R. 46337.893 43.981.233 41.438.000 -4,899.803 -1.8433233 -10.57 -3:81

POPULATION_COUNTs_ARE_jULY ESTIMATES_FROM_UNFUOLiSHED-DATA FROM-THE-CENSUS BUREAU.
TmE 1978-77 DATA FOR TH9_3-5-_6-17. AND 18-21 YEAR OLD AGE CROUPS WERE ESTIMATED
FROM THE 3-21 YEAR OLD AOC CiOUP.

THE 1984-85. 3,5 AND*-17 YEAR OLD ACE GROUP__DATAIWERE ESTIMATED FROM
3-4 AND 5-17 ACE CROUP DATA PROVIDED ey THE CENSUS.

THE 19115-00_YEAR_AOE__DROUR_DA4A:WERE CALCULATED By ADDING ESTIMATED
INDIVIDUAL ACE YEAR DATA PROVIDED 61 THE CENSUS.

THESE ESTIMATES INCLUDE BOTH HANDiCAPPED AND NONHANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS.

DATA AS OF OCTO0E0 1. 1908.

PRODUCED OY ED/SEP DATA ANALYSIS SYSTEM (DANS). NOVEMBER 19. 1980.
(T543C3)
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Table EH4
ESTIMATED RESIDENT POPULATIONS
111Y STATE FOR 16-21 YEAR OLDS

STATE 1985-68

PERCENT
CHANGE-4N CHANGE

1970-77 1084-85

4--------HUMBER-------+ 4-----IN NUMBER-----+

1985-88 - 1985-86 - 1985-86 - 1985-88 -
1976-77 1984-85 1976-77 1984-85

ALABAMA 207,706 272490 2744410 -13,798 -2,000 -4.76 0.74
ALASKA_ _44,521 -42408 -37400 -7,521 -5.000 -16.89 -11.99
ARIZONA 1773325 190;008 290408 203825 103090 18.17 5.19
ARKANSAS 152,000 15414410 150404 -4490 L8,000 2.63 4.09
CALIFORNIA 1,734,203 1.755400 1,4594110 -77,203 -98,080 -4.45 -5.47
comma* 2283763 2273908 2973090 -21;763 -29;099 -9.51 -8.81
CONNECTICUT 238,324 221.908 212400 -24.324 -9,900 10.29 4.07
DELAWARE 50,995 40.900 44440 -4495 -4,098 -13.72 -8.33
DISTRICT Or COLUMOIA _82,477 _49,000 _38;909 -24;477 -11,808 -39.18 -22.45
FIONIDA 594,110 062,800 877088 823882 _15;000 13.95 227
CEORCIA 408.759 438.800 423.900 14,241 -15,080 3.49 -3.42
HAWAII 943792 88400 75.00 -9.792 -5,000 -11.55 -0.25
MUM-- 65;779 :01;000 _03;088 -,23779 _2;098 -,4:22 328
ILLINOIS 072,850 704408 747480 -125,858 -39400 -14.42 -4.96
INDIANA 424,812 307.988 307400 -57,812 -70,0e9 -13.61 -5.17
-IOWA 218;835 1883808 1843900 -343835 .,2,000 -15.92 -4.00
KANSAS-- 193.830 107.000 152.800 -41,038 -153000 -21.28 11.98
KENTUCKY_ 271.761 288.800 258.000 -15,781 -4,000 -5.00 -1.54
LOUISIANA 322;007 32230410 3183000 -43007 -6;099 -1.87 -1.84
MAINE 83.228 80.000 -79440 -4,220 _-!.1,000 _..5.88 -1.25
MARYLANO- 343,897 327.800 399.060 -34,897 -18400 -10.15 -5.50
MASSACHUSETTS 4743305 4323000 398;900 -76,305 -34,098 -16.09 -7.87
MICHIGAN 757.757 844400 0193900 -1_38;757 -127;000 -18.31 -418
MINNESOTALI 328,124 293.800 272.980 -58,124 -21,000 -17.18 -7.17
MISSISSIPPI 1063696 181480 189480 564 -8408 0.27 4.42
MISSOURI 3783532 3443000 3203080 -58,532 -243000 -1548 -046
MONTANA- 60,450 50.000 52.800 -8,456 2,099 -13.99 _4.00
NEBRASKA 1263159 1993089 181.800 -25.150 -8,080 -19.94 -7.34
NEVADA 40;088 003000 58;000 93912 -23000 2961 -3.33
NEW HAMPSHIRE 82.335 -87.808 07400 4.665 0 7.40 0.00
NEW JERSEY 5193200 489490 509.000 -19,280 11,000 -3.71 2.25
NEW_MEXICO 10230041 1823040 _99,800 _-,33900 -4809 -2.94 -2.94
NEW-YORK- 1,3170103 1,228.808 1,1793860 -1383403 -413000 -10.51 -3.36
NORTH CAROLINA 449.898 447408 436.808 -13,008 -11,000 -2.90 -2.48
NORTH DAKOTA _55,727 _45,000 =453889 -183727 0 -19.25 0.09
OHIO 801.838 739.000 0983880 -1053830 -43;000 -19.24 -5.82
OKLAHOMA 215.239 221408 211.900 -4,238 -10,000 -1.97 -4.52
OREGON 174438 1803889 1543800 -20,534 -4400 -11.77 -3.75
PENNSYLVANIA 677461 7733000 7443000 -113;981 -95800 -1298 -1:16
PUERTO-RICO- - - ii- - - -
RHODE ISLAND_ 1733434 -093900 -85,800 -0,43E -3,000 -11.48 -4.41
SOUTH CAROLINA 2443123 244490 242499 '23123 -2099 -0.87 -0.92
SOUTH-DAKOTA 67.100 47400 45.009 -123186 n2;000 -21.31 -4.20
TENNESSEE 321.822 310,000 316.000 -5.822 -2,000 -1.61 -0.83
TEXAS 1,8325918 10243090 1,9763000 453982 -48,000 4.46 -4.09
UTAH 113,350 119.990 1063999 -73359 -133000 -4.48 -19.92
VERMONT- 39.478 -40,990 -37,890 -2,470 -3,909 -4.28 -7.50
VIRGINIA__ 4483820 4293999 4023000 -44,020 -27400 -9.99 -6.29
WASHINGTON 2923683 2843089 2895909 -mom -16300e -6:09 -6.78
WEST-VIRCINIA 127,864 116,000 125.000 -2,884 9,090 -2.24 _7.74
WISCONSIN 3773316 3383080 322,990 -55,318 -16,000 -14.66 -4.73
WYOMING 31.399 108.000 313000 -309 -773900 -9.99 -71.39
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - r r T T
GUAM I - - - - - -
NORTHERN MARIANAS - - - - -
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - 1-VIRGIN ISLANDS - - - - - '-

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - - -
!

U.S. 9 INSULAR AREAS 17414,689 16,329,000 15,679,099 -1,335,609 -059,089 -7.86 -3.98

50 STATES, D.C. a P.R. 17,814.669 18,329400 15,679.909 -1,335,889 -650,408 -7.86 -3.98

POPULATION_COUNTS_ARE_JULY ESTIMATES-FROM -UNPUBLISHED-UATA FROM-THE-CENSUS OUREAu.
THE 1976-77 DATA FOR THE 3-5,-017, AND 18-21 YEAR OLD AGE GROUPS WERE ESTIMATED
FROM THE 3-21 YEAR OLD AGE GROUP.

THE 190495, 3.4 AND 11-17 YEAR OLD ACE GROUP_DATAIWERE ESTIMATED FROM
3-4 AND 5-17 ACE CROUP DATA PROVIDED BY THE CENSUS.

THE_1985A56_YEAR_AGE_GROUP_DATAIWERE CALCULATED BY ADDING ESTIMATED
INDIVIDUAL ACE YEAR DATA PROVIDED BY THE CENSUS.

THESE ESTIMATES INCLUDE 80TH HANDICAPPED AND NONHANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I, 1986.

PRODUCED BY ED/SEP DATA ANALYSIS SYSTEM (DANS); NOVEMBER 19, 1980.
(15A3C4)
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STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA-
ARIZONA-
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
GOLORMIO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAH0
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
10WAI_
KANSAS__
KENTUCKY-
LOUISIANA
MAINE_
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN_
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
New HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEM=
KEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
0910_
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
NERTO:Rico_
mope mom
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH_DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAK_
VERMONT-
VIRGINIA--
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYCNING
AMERICAN SANDA
GUAM
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRUST_TERRITORIE1
VIRGIN ISLAND1

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

50 STATES. D.C. & P.R.

Tabk EH5

ENROLLMENT
BY STATE FOR 5-17 YEAR OLDS

NUMBER

197677L 1984-65-

752,507
_91;190
592.017
469.593

4;389;309
570;000
635.000
122.273
125;846

1.537.336
1,095.142
1_74;043
200.005

2.238.129
1;183;179
005,127
436.526
894.006
839;499
248.822
669.929

1.172;080
2.035.703

082.591
510;209
050,142
179.552
312.024
141;791
175.496

1,427.000
284;710

3.370.997
1,191.318
129;198

2,249,440
597.605
t24.107
193.073
680.592
172.373
120.711
46.080

03.974
2.[ 2.754

3'4.1'1
184.U6
let ;773
Tie -738
444.'71
I A,

711,099
i94.000
501.000
420.000

4;105;898
542.000
488.000
90;600
-06,000

1.492.000
1;944.8010

103;080
207.000

1,812.080
973.004
4419.040
403.000
639;000
770,000
207.000
072090

_ 852;000
1,702.000
089.680
461.080
705.000
154.000
262;000
151,000
157.000

1;122090
_ 268.000
2,620.000
1,879.080
_ 118.088
1,706.000
592,000

_ 443;000
1;700,000

--
133;000
590;000
122.090
514.000

Z.' 422;00
700.900
49,008
i33.890
':2,6100

AC,080
7C7.0841

' 182.898

-
?5,026

45,C28.755

36025.899

-.41.92J.000

ENROLLMENT COUNTS ARE FALL MEMBERSHIP =NTS

1984-85 DATA ARE £5711017E5 FROM CS.

THESE ESTIMATES INCLUDE 00TH HAMICAPPED AND

DATA AS OF OCTOIER 1, 1988.

PRODUCED 07 ED/SEP DATA ANALYSIS SYSTEM (DANS
(15A3E7)

PERCENT
CHANGE IN --CHANGE_

4-----IN NUMBER-----+

1905-88 - 1985-88 - 1985-86-- 1985-88.-

1985-86 1970-77 laaa-aa 1976-77 leea-as

718.090
106.000
598.990
aa3:000

4;144;000
540.000
465.000
95;909
07.00e

1.512.eee
%males

164.000
210.009

1;e2same
075400
491.090
489.899
643;009
766.808
207.000
874;080
eaceee

1.695.009
ameee
485;000
7e0.008
155;890
267;909
152.0ee
157.960

1;118.008
272.009

2.613.000
1;saceee
- 117100e
1.eaceee
883.000
445;900

1.6e5.000

132.009
607.000
123.eee
encase

3;080.000
403.000
_aceale
eaceee
739,000
371.090
761.000
104.009

-30;507
14.510
-5,183

-27;593
-238,300
-21.090
-179;309
-27;273
-38.048
-25;336
n47;142
-10.943
119,995

-312;129
-188.179
-114,127
-27;528
-51;000
-53.499
-41;822

-7108.929
- 328.000
- 344.703
-163;591
-45.209
-160,142
-15;552
-45;024
10,209

-18,498
-309.000
-12,719
-785.997
-107.310
-12.108
-403.440

_5.335
-29;707
-438.873

-
.7-40;373
-13,711
-25.080
-42.974
257,248
80.529
,15;356

-144,723
-41,730
-33;771
-184.337

13,413

z9,)40.000 -5.741.391

39.2A9.000 -5.477.755

COLLECTED BY CS:

NONHANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS.

). NOVEMSER 19. 1986.

E-135

_5.000
12.090
7;000
_5.000
39.000
7.900
-1;000
4.000
-1.000
29.900
4,009
1.000

_3;800
liaises
2.999
2,900
8;090
4.000
7.996

2,900
-0.000
-7;eee
10;900
4,000
5,090
1.000
5.000
1.000

0
-4.000
4.000
-7;eee
5;800

-1,000
mese
11;000
2.000
-5.090

-
-1,000
8.009
Lees
5.009

58.000
la.eee

3.000
7,000
4.908
1,999
2.000

424;990

424,000

-4.85
16.24
1.03

r5.99
-5.39
-3.88
-26.77
-22.31
-39.87
-1.05
-4.30
-4.28
5.00

-13.95
-18.10
-mem
-7.35
-0.37

7-18.81
-21.71
-27.99
-18;74
-18.97
-a.ea
-Ices
-9.12
-14.43
:7:20

-10.54
-21.85
-4.47
-22:67
-0.91
-9.38
-17:94
_0.89
-8.28
-22:73

-23.42
-2.21
-18:94
-2.73
-9.11
28:15
-14.72
-13.15
-5:34

-19.59
14.81

0.70
12;77
1.40
1.47
6.95
1.29
-0.21
5.58
1:18
1.34
0.38
0;81
1.45
8.29
9.21
0.41
1.49
0.43
0:99
cee
0.30

- 0.94
- e.al
1.45
0.07
0.84
0.85
1.91
0:86
e.09

- e.3a
1:49

-e.27
0.48
-cgs
3.38
1.56
0.45

- 4).2e

ir
- e.75
1;34
0.52
0.81
1.92
3.87
0.00
0.31
0:96
1.89
0.13
1.98



Tal)lc

sTATE GkANT AWARos UNDER EHA-8

STATE FY 1977

FISCAL YEARS

FY-1978--

1977 TO 1987

FY 1979-- FY 1988 FY 1981

ALABAMA 3365542 3;776.496 9.199.597 14.638.348 16,142.271ALASKA_ 499.567 498;576 1;141;691 1;496568 -1.815,458ARIZONA: 1924,124 2.537.384 6.318.468 9;488;698 18;742.944ARKAHSAS 1;829;462 _1829,462 -4.821.148 7.816.623 9.189;782CALIFORNIA 18.689.866 23.333;515 49,893.396 78.687.419 79.687.992COLORADO __ 2.335.174 2.645.535 6.464.413 9.218;259 _9,983.308CONNECTICUT 2;763;813 3;922.276 9,636.317 12.686.399 13;585;455DELARARE 622;204 778;246 1;899.113 2.388.519 2.783.888DIS/RICT Of COLUMBIA 668.848 666.848 688;646 _ 689169 668.848FLORIDA 6;386;764 7.978.528 18.566.263 25.966.473 29;483;863GEORGIA 4.616;358 5;926;764 13;159.542 28.397.488 22,528.969HAWAII 836.262 634;262 1;588.638 2;152.962 2.383.302IDAND _ 781,714 695.985 2.638.753 _3;636;651 _3;969;749ILLINOIS 18;224;515 14912.882 33.576.716 46.144.147 49;727;517INDIANA 5.818.965 5.839;638 12.344366 19.349.989 28.896.619IOWA__ 2.634.753 3.293.313 0.026;416 11;866;752 13.165.923KANSAS 2;668;933 2.581,869 5;228.452 -7.617.626 _6;346;480KENTUCKY- 3.698.951 3;898;946 _8 ;1353.886 12.947.126 14.627.089LOUISIANA 3.775.472 5.668.318 12;889;566 18;697;366 16.932.398MA1NE--- _ 968;286 1;438.899 3.693.596 5.176783MARYLAND-- 3635;476 5;188.366 13;828.301
_4.462;838
18.661.726 28.435;211MASSACHUSETTS 5.212;919 6.442;257 19;183;838 27132.919 29.852.864MICHIGAN 8817.578 16;974,857 22.185.712 38;918;947 32;662.429MINNESOTA 3758;157 4;935.284 11.381.563 16.675.984 18484.839MISSISSIPPI 2,317.818 2;317;818 _4;636682 16.163.298 9.331.896MISSOURI 4.267.874 6;398.215 13;544;797 26;561.284 24.520.394MONTANA

_ 735;291 735.291 1,553,351 2.571;016 2;787.971NEBRASKA 1,398,141 1;778;296 4.192.534 6.560.510 6.771.565HEVADA_____1 __ 599.425 599.425 1;585;568 2272.988 2.457.972NEw HAMPSHIRE 768468 768.468 1.418.632 _2;813.839 _2;632;677NEW JERSEY 4457;792 9;637;092 22.185.868 39.899.264 32.226;894NEW MEXICO 1,128.789 1;128;789 _2515;963 -3.999.549 4.533.290hEW-YORK 15;738.278 15;762.822 33,590;847 48;613;157 44.906.897NORTH CAROLINA 4;992;796 6519.459 14;288.965 21.911.884 24;886;341NORTH DAKOTA 671,532 671;532 _1;353;231 -1.981.589 2,892.34001410_____ 10.057.668 11.652.816 25431;188 38835588 42.757.590OKLAHOMA 2;354;626 2.848.682 7.526.763 11;954;145 13;416;268OREGON-- 1.973;796 _2;43;188 =5.879.752 7.919.881 8.956;731PENNSYLVANIA 16;376.532 13.686.576 26;303;162 36.715.448 39.782.260PUERTO-RICO_ 2;899844 2.899.864 2.899.664 3;942;773 4461.798RHOOE -ISLAND _ 843;288 1646913 2.644.598 2.876.468 3;477;474SOUTH CAROLINA 2.716.566 4.987615 18768.482 14.655.884 15.832.2445OUTH_DANOTA i 600.770 698.779 1;314;858 _1;987;349 12.184.369TENNESSEE _3767;682 -5.842.674 14.788.389 22;953;867 20;742741TEXAS 11.265;148 15;522;153 41.631.558 55.187.937 57.396.480UTAH__ 1.243.669 2;657.866 5;465;976 7387.831 7.988.859VERMONT- 539113 539.113 644.581 2;113;595 _2.384.143VIRGINIA 4;581746 5,298853 12,178.618 17.937.636 19;982;998WASHINGTON__ 3.781.385 4;867;187 7;518.556 10.492.023 11.612.612WEST_V.RGINIA 1567,679 2.678.384 4;589;185 6.481;998 7.459.706WISCONSIN 4.348;328 4.346.328 8.772.588 12;368;991 14;378;398WYOMING:- =---- 478.986 478.988 1162.321 1.866.912 2.088.365AMERICAN SAMOA 186.588 228.445 456919 498.832 541.859GUAM 111 561668 634.926 1.269.839 1.384;125 1;585.928NORTHERN-MARIANAS - , 167.523 182.688 198;669TRUST_TENRITORIES 578.813 732;554 1297.586 1.414.369 1,538.833/IRGI4 :' _,NDS 319.268 464.871 808;142 888.874 958.391JUR. OF ....IAN AFFAIRS 1;951.267 2493437 5.582.918 7.916796 8.658.416
k r(4SI.L.1 AREAS 298.668.006 253.837.121 563;874;752 803956.400 874.500.000

. . STATEs. ., k P.R. 196.468.536 240 143;694 554.291.834 791.679.604 861.897904

TIE s'GWIES_IIFOICSENT THE AMOUH7_OF FUNDS-THAT NEW Io,XICO WOULD HAVE RECEIVED IF AT CHOSE
40-RARiICIPA1E I% TE11.47-4 P,-1A-AU FROM 1978-1963, S4NCE-NEw-NEX1C0 CHOSE NOT TO
PRTIC,RATE-.- TH!&.-FV:40i-IT WAS cLIVOLE TO RECEIVE HAIL JEEN DISTRIBUTED ON-A PRO-RATA OAS'S23 THI ZTHEK_STA776. THESE AXE :-ITIAL-AWARDS AVAILALU TO THE STATES_AS OF JULY 1 OF EACH--N!A .!71EVCM. ARE SUBJECT 7:o REVISION SUBSEQUENTLY DUE TO CHANGES IN STATE CHILD COUNTS.
:,ITA A :r ';:: i 1864.

E=136
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Table El 1

STATE GRANT AWARDS UNDER EHA-B

STATE FY 1962

FISCAL YEARS

FY 1963

1977 TO 1967

FY 1964 FY 1985 FY 1988

ALABAMA 18.496;520 17;327.046 19.937.959 21,461;729 23.934.370
ALASKA 4,724,375 1,908,893 2.236.141 _2;140,533 -2,331,372
ARIZONA- 18,987.770 14;717476 12;552869 13;084;666 13.738;979
ARKANSAS__ _9;878;628 18;618;620 11;254.792 11.867.090 12,147,342
CALIFORNIA 78.629,958 61.941.119 89,457.310 92,859,791 100.787,366
COLORADO- 9,867.118 -9.771.312 10;229759 10729;446 11;609455
CONNECTICUT 13989014 14;533;536 15;591;792 16;046;273 16932313
DELAWARE 2,680.280 2.648,958 2.766.195 2.958.189 3.087,823
DISTRICT OF COLUMWA 668.848 868.848 668.848 II 721.838 _I 924.579
FLORIDA 29.958.710 32;555626 38;582;988 38;540;912 42;377;263
GEORGIA 23.948.672 25;965,935 27,174.138 27.316.283 27.042,317
HAWAII 2.459,757 2.748,419 3,043.454 3.112.426 3,209.196
IDAHO -3.588.499 _3;847;694 _4;276;543 _4;526;744 _4;633;919
ILLINOIS 46;394;459 50;744;287 55,342.585 57,550.779 57.074.866
INDIANA 28.124,268 20,875.424 23.034.147 24,575,443 26.160.811
10wA-- 13,463.570 12.986.320 13;708.973 14;383;703 15;475;812
KANSAS__ _8;546;825 _9;346;142 18.462;663 10;571;972 18;7511;929
KENTUCKY 14,837,741 15,878.225 17.349.408 16.375.856 19.522,495
LOUISIANA 16.717.860 17,480,965 . -.49 28,751,738 20.827.248
MATNE _5287;864 _5:009;877 _6;587;288 _7;885;542
mARYLAND 20;798;023 26;658.394 22,704.279 24,028;460
mASSACHUSETTS 27.899.990 28.865,300 32.11'5.295 32,730,412
mICHIGAN- 31.811.864 32988;142 37836.495 409152808
MINNESOTA__ 17;542;553 17;772;234 20;173;856 21.793.425
MISSISSIPPI 9.851,045 10,969.764 12,992,046 13.035.767
MiSSOURI 21,203.018 22..133,146 24,787,127 26052291
mONTANA_ 2;843;025 3179;578 3;870;843 4;161;151
NEBRASKA 60535.772 7.216.157 7,723,895 8.448.905
NEvADA 2.487,039 2,748.189 :;435 3,330,294 3,662,694
NEW HAMPSHIRE _2;082632 _2;692;952 .;595 _3;460;597 _3044;875
NEW 4ERSEY 33.193;777 36;589.691 3,, .34.t57 41,292.822 43.969.042
NEw MEXICO -5,i50,089 -5.2,359 -6,40.I7 -6,863,252 -7.555.990
NEW YORK 45.134;825 51;3933775 58-.C4:431 6330643181 8832683446
NORTH CAROLINA 25.0.849 26;573;110 2804,380 30;347;026 31;564;054
NORTH DAKOTA 1.982.442 -2,285.271 2,555.528 -2,845,374 -3.088.367
OHIO 42.797;485 45,477.900 4716253233 49,3653918 5232353203
OKLAHOMA 13;487;420 14;598;165 15;656;164 1834143274 17;277;942
OREGON 8.709,409 9,237.314 18,171.533 10,882.084 11.529,234
PENNSYLVANIA 40.947.180 48.120.105 44,879.864 45,921.267 48,708,295
PUERTD_RICO_ 532453400 631623201 1134513508 837853576 10;658;769
RHODE ISLAND 3;704;335 4;123;318 4,491.809 4;621;255 4.938,010
SOUTH CAROLINA 15,914,788 15.842.014 17,439,875 18.333.655 19,513,793
SOUTH-DAKOTA 1210953357 1235121827 -2;799;823 _2,9023287 _33386498
TENNESSEE 2835563479 23;226;739 25;922;642 2633683517 26;520;904
TEXAS 58,938,595 61.223.065 67,641.488 72,130.200 76.892,921
LJTAKIIII 7.592.734 8,345.088 9.2621786 18,1843529 10,908.678
VERMONT_ 231393234 2;1173566 _1;747;535 139263334 231693770
VIRGINIA 20,741,841 213995,483 24,171.838 25,851.633 27,358.034
WASHINGTON 13,254,851 13.928,368 15.073.201 18,288,077 17,433.489
wEST_VIRGINIA 7;798.840 6,546.501 10;192;346 10;645;844 11;562;652
WISCONSIN 1438113834 15;9333263 17312.072 10;335;012 10;098;437
WYOMING 2,134.188 2.238,0)1 2.437.332 2,818.694 2.629,885
AmERICAN SAMOA 541.859 469,860 _ 5133494 5383787 5721170
GUAM 135853928 133483248 1;474;882 135463832 136423523
NORTHERN-MARIANAS 198,889 229.301 250.701 263.040 279.349
TRUST TERRITORIES 1,538,033 1,755,333 1.919,160 2,013.617 2.438.460
v1RGIN_ISLANDS 958,391 1;247;663 _1;364;109 _1;431;247 _1;519;984
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 8,6563418 9;217;901 10.078.218 10;582.921 113239,059

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 8743189,589 930.7741016 11817.8543178 1,081136751804 1,13531443999

50 STATES. D.C. k P.R. 688,787,473 918.505.910 1,002.254,414 1.052.498.780 1.117.753,454

THE_FIGURES_REPRESENT THE AMOUNT_:OF FUNDS_THAT_NEW MEXICO_WOULD HAVERECEIVED IF IT CHOSE
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE EHA-61 PROGRAM FROM 1978-1983. SINCE NEW MEXICO CHOSE NOT TO
PARTICIPATE-, THE-FUNDS IT WAS ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE-HAVE BEEN DISTRIBUTED ON A PRO RATA BASIS
TO_THE_OTHER-STATES. -THESE ARE INITTAL_AWARDS_AVAILABLE TOITHE STATES-AS OF-JULY-1 OF EACH
YEAR; HOWEVER; THEY ARE SUBJECT TO REVISION SUBSEOUENTLY DUE TO CHANGES IN STATE CHILD COUNTS.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER I. 1966.
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Table Ell

STATE_GRANT_AWARDS_UNDER EHA-e

FISCAL YEARS

STATE

1977 TO 1207

FY-1947-

ALABAMA 25120;396
ALASKA- _2;490;141
ARIZONA- 14.112.016
ARKANSAS_ 12221.215
CALIFORNIA 104;747;742
COLORADO 12.140.720
CONNECTICUT 17.283.657
DELAWARE 3;219;363
DISTRICT Of COLUMOIA 841;095
FLORIDA 45.502.650
GEORGIA 25;138.07q
HAWAII 3;179;170
IDAHO 1.237.902
ILLINOIS 57.355.964
INDIANA 26;1109,749
FORA 15.376;352
KANSAs__ 10,944.534
KENTUCKY 19;602;795
LOUISIANA 19;991;313
MAINE -7.389.37*
MARYLAND 24.214.869
MASSACHUSETTS 35;216;746
MICHIGAN 41.797638
MINNESOTA_ 22.577.818
MISSISSIPPI 14462378
MISSOURI 27;004;795
MONTANA_ 4.117.743
NEBRASKA 0.405;932
NEVADA

3;770;529NEW HAMPSHIRE 4048.657
NEW JERSEY 46.419.040
NEW MEXICO -0;116;562NEW YORK 09.390;655
NORTH CAROLINA 30.499.234
NORTH DAKOTA -3;133;495
OHIO 53;041;637
OKLAHOMA 17.722.065
OREGON 11.503;500
PENNSYLVANIA 50;777,323
PUERTO-RICO- 12.115362
RHODE ISLAND_ -5;460;477
SOUTH_CAROLINA 19;794;130
SOUTH-DAKOTA :3;443;443
TENNESSEE 26.205.106
TEXAS 70;598;538
UTAH 11;136;147
VERMONT- 2.279.666
VIRGINIA__ 20.092.904
WASHINGTON 18;019;197
WEST-VIRGINIA 12.440.304
WISCONSIN 20.487.005
WYOMING 2;596;253
AMERICAN SAMOA 586;353
GUAM 1 1.683.236
NORTHERN_WARIANAS 266.273
TRUST-TERRITORIES 2;191;466
VIRCIN-ISLANDS 1.557.659
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 11.517.643

U.S. * INSULAR AREAS 1.163.281.995

50 STATES; D.C. & P.R. 1.145459.365

THE FIOUREWREPRESENT THE AMOUNT-Of FUNDS-TNAT NEW MEXICO WOULD-HAVE RECEIVED IF IT CHOSE
TO-PART1CIPATE IN-THE ENA-11 PROGRAM FROM 1970-1983.- -SINCE-NEW-MEX1CO-CMOSE-NOT TO-
PARTICIPATE-, THE-FUNDS-IT-WAS-ELIGIBLE TO-RECEIVE_HAVE BEEN DISTRIBUTED ON-A PRO-RATA-BASISTO_TNE_OTHER_STATES. THESE-ARE INITIAL-AWARDS AVAILABLE TO THE STATES_AS OF JULY 1 OF EACHYEAR. NOWEVERi_TNEY ARE SUOJECT TO REVISION SUBSEQUENTLY WE TO CHANGES IN STATE CHILD COUNTS.

DATA AS Of OCTOOER 1. 1906.
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Table EJI

STATE

FEDERAL; STATE AND LOCAL NAOS EXPENDED FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED-SERVICES

FOR THE 1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR

4----------SPECIAL EDUCATION 4 4---------RELATED SERVICES--------+

FEDERAL STATE LOCAL-- FEDERAL -STATE LOCAL

ALABAMA 19.540014 52.173,647 3,940.054 4.607.015 2.757.461 895.066

ALASKA- 2.553.757 26.283.570 1;823;707 4;416;174 4.766.979 446.779

ARIZONA_ - -
ARKANSAS__ 3.146.408 25,760.874 8.146.902 -4.569.355 1,513.536 2,300.090

CALIFORNIA 57.000.000 754.100.000 308;000;099 13;500;000 176.900.000 72,300,909

COLORADO 7;221;171 38;243;296 51.912.922 4.124.253 19.310.116 26.137.706

CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE 4.493.561 26.441.167 9.076.286 393;817 1.312.011 486.684

DISTRICT OF COLUmBIA 11.999.190 12.976;312 1;625.909 1.271.003 0

FLORIDA 23;485;066 175.224.180 75.096.044 13.210.352 98.563.566 42.241.531

GEORGIA 17.964.013 115.206,294 30.910.219 3.966,509 8.650.614 5.087.548

HAWAII 3.165.194 23.821.454 0 116;032 6.642.142 0

IDAHO 3;090;999 35;008;000 1.609.000 608,637 1.782,289 239.114

ILLINOIS -
INDIANA 16.557.230 57.011,903 41.360;351 4;961;5211 13.227.676 9.783.576

IOWA 1.269;301 80;167;995 23;776.238 9.999.020 48.291.233 12.682.559

KANSAS__
KENTuCKY 16.322.060 82,057.330 21,643.470 2.657,063 13.356.170 3.523.356

LOUISIANA 13.631.253 127.686.558 63;156;248 2;791;943 15.473.715 11.225.179
MAINE _6;152;231 12.155;476 15.239,361 1.114,422 1.742.095 2,479.431

MARYLAND 21.642.275 103.848.257 95.345.397 711.953 27.794.486 _6.002.735
mASSACHUSETTS 16,818,526 -92,631,266 149,296;764 7;613;262 41.931.503 67.582.337
MICHIGAN_ 32;027;954 ,38;891;719 215.195.565 9.756.722 43.860.543 67.956.495

mINNESOTA__ 15.000.000 86.000.000 57.800.000 2500000 14.080.000 9.000.009

MISSISSIPPI 52.873.360 - 1t.011,607 -
MISSOURI 21.193.670 60.390;154 55;744;758 5;088;086 17,833,121 15.722.669

MONTANA_ 1.971;843 17.974.941 898.747 375.509 3.423.798 171,190

NERRASICA_ 5.787.815 32.644.492 17.734.671 2,241,780 7,841,551 933,404

NEVADA- 2.075.588 15,723.993 2;236;953 1;903;774 956.405 165.301
NEW HAPMSHIRE -
NEW J_ERSEY 38.062.884 324.660.929 135.652.550 4.229,209 36.873.337 '15.972.507

NEW MEXICO 9 60.482,467 8 10.315.495

NEW-YORK------ -
NORTH CAROLINA 24;740;860 117.555.304 8,817.178 4,636.864 15,489.077 3,458,292

NORTH DAKOTA 748,688 6,631.251 -14.439.815 1.925.199 4.864.315 5,615.173

OHIO 22.330,008 194.618.000 285.659;000 6;670;000 58.190.800 79.350.009
OKLAHOMA 21;542;795 74;388;381 61.167.684 1.928,697 1.862.319 3.674.477

OREGON 12.000.000 25000008 70,900.900 1.600.000 3.100.000 6.908.000
PENNSYLVANIA
PuERTO-RICO-

40.785.839
4.728;496

334.166.009
13;809;707

94.723;385
9

8;591;840
2.103.277

68.907.151
2.552.531

14,154.069
0

RHODE ISLAND__
SOUTH CAROLINA 12.480.731 46.522.851 16.174.643 4.593.999 7.103.551 2.382.848

SOUTH-DAKOTA _1.644.348 _5.585.329 11;569;912 242,817 621.022 1,708.506

TENNESSEE 11;948;154 _59.191;317 25.951.848 6.500.000 3.000.089 377.000
TEXAS 51,555,498 320,270,925 123,213.400 13,810.195 59.262.270 18,072.969

UTAH - - - _

NERWNT 036;533 10.226;460 _6.110.973 61.201 529.911 800.000

VIRGINIA_ 23.538.179 45.875,487 100.669,534 3.490,610 4.399.946 26.923.940
WASHINGTON 8.923.339 77.884.319 20.771.473 5.125.492 19.349.537 6.813.485

WEST-VIRGINIA 9.247;542 -55.080;477 0.895.722 1.027,504 6.117.838 988.413
WISCONSIN 13;687;080 190.249.976 51.195.349 5.689.751 29,700.926 25.958,164
WYOMING i.418.922 8.989,543 12.401.696 1,135.089 9.033.450 5.395.245
AmERICAN SAMOA
GUM 3;976;727 1;290;648 0 453.000 337.000
NORTHERN-MARIANAS
TRuST TERRITORIES
VIRGINASLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 6.471.265 9 9.706.897 6 9

U.S. k INSULAR AREAS 617.448,122 4.137042.580 2.292.542.220 187.575.656 916.507.692 575.007.974

50 STATES. D.C. k P R. 607.000.130 4.135.851.940 2.292.542.220 177.415,759 916.170.692 575.807,974

THE_TOTAL MAy_NoT SUM BECAUSE SOME STATES ONLY REPORTED TOTALS FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES.

DATA AS OF OCTO8ER 1; i986.
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Table EJ I

FEDERAL. STATE-AND-LOCAL FUNDS EXPENDED FOR
SPECIAL_EDUCATION-AND RELATED SERVICES

FOR THE 1982-83 571.100E TEAM

TOTAL

STATE FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

ALABAMA 11,147,429 54,931.106 4.835.922
ALASKA _6;969;934 33860;557 _2,278,486
ARIZONA 12,934,38e 54,166.956 49;203;681_
ARKANSAS -7,737,763 27,274,412 19,446,902
CALIFORNIA 71;100;000 e31.ee0 eee 380.300,000
COLORADO 11,345;424 57;553;412 78850630
CONNECTICuT 13,218,842 87,292,38e 119.313.259
DELAWARE 4857,378 27,753,978 9.562,97e
DISTRICT Of COLuMBIA 3;735;099 14;247;315 e
FLORIDA 36.695,420 273.787,666 117;337;575
GEORGIA 21,979,643 123,856.998 43,997,765
MAWAil 3;301;226 30,463596 0
IDAHO- -3.608,637 36,782,289 1;839;114
ILLINOIS 78.059,606 441,131,848 526,584,337
INDIANA 21;818756 _70239.579 51,143,927
10WA 11 268,921 128;459;228 36458797
KANSAS__ 4,840,08e 38.805.851 73.469,035
K ENToCKY 18979163 _95,415,500 25,166,826
LOUISIANA 16.423.196 143;168;273 74381427MA1NE__ -7.266.653 13,897,571 17,718792
W AYLAND 22,354,228 130.842,745 181,348,132
MASSACHUSETTS 24.431;788 134;562;771 216879191
MICH1CAN- 41.784,676 182.752,262 283;152;060MINNESOTA_ 17,500,000 lecemeee eceeceeeMISSISSIPPI 14;079;470 63884967 19,919,350
M1SSOURI 27,881,756 77,423.275 71;467;638
MONTANA_ 2.347,432 21.398,739 1,869,937
NEBRASKA EI029,595 40;486,043 18.668,075NEVADA-- 3,97S 362 16,68E1.398 _2.404,254
NEW HAMPSHIRE -3.43'2.618 9,365.312 28,413,274
NEW JERSEY 42;292;893 369;733.386 158,725.065
NEW MEXICO -0 78;797;982
MEW YORK_ 79.427,0E1e 659,343,88e 842,577,880
NORTH CAROLINA 29;384,932 133,045.181 12.275.47e
NORTH DAKOTA -2,673;887 10;695;566 20054,168OHIO__ 29,999,000 253,900,990 345.1380;990
OKLAHOMA 23.471,492 76,250.700 64,842,161OREGON 13;800;900 mieeme 7e,eweee
PENNSYLVANIA 49,377.679 395.895,160 188;077;454
PUERTO_RICO__ 8,831,773 46,362,238 e
RHODE -ISLAND _3;944;573 57042807 -
SOUTH CAROLINA 17.874,73e 55,786.482 18;557;694
SOUTH_DAKOTA _1,887,157 6,387,151 13,278,420
TENNESSEE 18,448154 82,191,317 -26.328.848TEXAS 65.365.693 379;533;195 148.886368UTAK_ 6,785,588 43,875,578 1,419.117
VERMONT 2,099;734 16.758.371 -6.918.973VIRGINIA 27.020;789 58;275;353 137.593,474
WASHINGI-ON- 14,048,741 97,233,856 27;584;950
WEST VIRGINIA 10.275.04s 61 ,178,387 9,884,135
WISC!INSIN 1;367;831 129950,902 77,153,504WYNING 2,554.012 18;822;993 17;797.143
AMERICAN 5A1734 - - 7vAm 4,429,727 1,827,64e 0
NORTHERN ,hlANA: - - -
TRUS7 TEl iTOSIE%, - - _
v1PG1'. LLANO!, _ - - _
61!!' OF ;NDIAN Af.',!1S 1 ;178;162 e 0

U.S. & INSULAP .,-20,573,786 6,444,672,4E14 4.519,349,247

50 STATES, D 4 P 1. 299,965,897 6;443;844;764 4;519,349,247

THE TO UA 1.01 BECAUSE SOmE-STATES ONLY REPORTED TOTALS FOR
SP-cIA (-TT:Anon Am) RELATED SERvICES.

rATA A! Cf CA..rW7q ;, 1986.
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Notes for AbbenCrxE

Sources: December I, 1985; State Child Count Reports and FY 1985 State-End-
of-Year Reports. A dash in the tables indicates that the data were not
available for the State.

Table EB1 - Related Services Table

1. Alaska--The State reported all estimated counts.

2: CaliforniaThe State reported total counts of children receiving related
services by handicapping condition; the data were reported in the other
related services category. California was unable to Provide counts for
designated related services.

Co lorado--The State reported all estimated counts.

4. Delaware--The State reported many estimated counts.

5. District of Columbia--The District repprted all estimated counts.

6. Florida--The State reported all estimated counts. The State did not report
counts of children receiving recreational services because these services are
not provided through public education agencies in Florida.

7. GeorgiaThe State reported all estimated counts.

8. Hawaii--The State reported all estimated counts. The Stale reported counts
of children receiving psychological and school social work services with
counts of children receiving diagnostic services; the count was reported in
the diagnostic services section. Counts of learning impaired children were
included with counts of speech or language impaired children.

9. IndianaThe State reported all estimated counts.

10. Kansas--71-.e State reported all estimated counts.

11. MassachusetlsThe State estimated counts of children receiving school social
work services, transportation, recreation, school health services; and
counseling based upon the incidence rates of the handicapped condition.

12 Michigan!-The State reported all estimated counts. Michigan combined
counts of orthopedically impaired, other health impaired, and autistically
impaired; the data were presented in the orthoPedically imPaired category.
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13. MinnesotaThe State reported all estimated counts.

Mississippi--The State combined counts of orthopedically impaired and other
iealth impaired children; the data were reported in the orthopedica 11,
.mpaircd category. Mississippi reported estimated counts o: children
rccc r g the following servil:es: psychological, school social work,
occwiational therapy, audiologial, recreatinnal. diagnostic, transportation,

health, counseling, and othe7 relat,;(1 zer,:ices.

MissouriThe State reporled all esti!. a ted counts.

Montana--The Slate report!:td estinjated cuunts.

17. NebraskaThe Sta iP reported estimated counts of children receiving
psychological and jiagnostic services. Nebraska reported actuaL total counts
of :hildrcn receiving oc.i;pational therapy, soeech or language pathology and
physical therapy by air groups only; counts by handicapping condition were
not available. Also, for transportation; Nebraska re!iorted a total count of
3-5 year old children and 6-21 year old children; the 6-21 year old count
was reported in the 18-21 category. The State was unable to provide counts
of children receiving school social work, audiological recreation, Physical
therapy, school health counseling, and other related services.

18. Nevada--The State reported all estimated counts.

19. New Hampshire;-The State subsumed counts of children receiving
psychological services within counts reported in the diagnostic and
counseling services.

20. New JerseyThe State reported all estimated counts.

21. New MexicoThe State reported actual totals; the counts by age-range
categories were estimated. New Mexico was unable to provide counts of
children receiving school social work, transportation, school health, and
counseling services.

22. New York--The State reported estimated total counts by handicapping
conditions, counts by age-range categories were unavailable.

23. Ohio--The State reported all estimated counts. Ohio combined counts of
orthopedically impaired and other health impaired; the data were presented in
the orthopedically impaired category. Also, mu'tihandicapped and deal-blind
counts were combined; the data were presented in the multihandicapped
category.

24. OklahomuThe State reported all estimated counts.

25. Oregon--The State reported all estimated counts.
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26. PannSylvania==_The State repotted all estimated counts; Pennsylvania included
counts of brain dathaged children with count,: I specific learning disabled
children; Pennsylvania coMbined COOMS of children receiving home/school
visitors service- with countS of children re civi^0 school social work; the
data were prc .ted in the schOO1 Social ection. Also, the State
combined counts of children receiving adapti.c physical education with
counts of children receiving recreational serVices. The data were presented
under recreational services.

27. South Carolina;-The State reported all estimated counts.

28. South Dakota-l'he State reported estimated counts of children receiving
transportation and school social wcirk Services.

29. Tennessee--The State reported estimated counts of children receivin3
occupational therapy, speech or language pathology; audiological, diagnostic,
and phytical therapy services. Tennessee was not able to provide counts of
children receiving psychological, social work, recreational, school health,
counseling, and other related tervicet.

30. Wisconsin--The State reported estimated total counts for 3-21 year old
children receiving psychological services (14;600); school social work (16,000),
occupational therapy (2,567), speech or language pathology (11;208), and
Physical therapy (2,416). Wisconsin could not provide counts of children
receiving audiological; recreational, diagnottic, transportation, school health
services, counseling, and other related svices.

31. V irginia--The State reported all estimated counts.

32. Washington--The State reported all estimated counts.

Table ECI - LRE Tables

1. Alabaina=;-The State combined counts of chliaren in reguiar classes with
counts of children in retource tooms; the data were presented under regular
class categories. Correction facilities are an LEA under the Alabama system;
therefore counts of children served in this environment are subsumed under
other categories.

2. Alaska--The State reported a4 estimated counts.

3. CalifotiiiaThe State did not report counts of children served under Chapter
I Of ECIA (SOP); therefore, cou'ats of students receiving services in public
separate facilitieS, ptiblic residential facilities, and private residential
facilities were not tePorted. AlsO, California combined counts of children
in homebound/hospital envitonmentt with counts of children in separate
classes; the data were presented in the seParate class section.
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4. ConnecticutThe State included counts of students served in noncategorical
programs within its total counts of children served by educationalenvironment. Also, Connecticut was unable to provide counts of students
served in homebound/hospital environments.

5. Dclaware--Most of the data reported by Delaware were estimated.

6. FloridaThe State COMbined counts of hearing impaired children with countsof speech impaired children; the data were presented under the speechimpaired category. Also; Florida did not report countS of multihandicapped
children because the placement system in this State requires that children beplaced according to their primary handicap. The State provided eStimateddata for private separate school facilities, public residential facilities, andprivate residential facilitiet.

7. Hawaii--Counts of learning impaired children were combined with counts ofspeech and language impaired children.

8. IdahoThe State included counts of children in Headstart Child Developme-tCenters under the 3-5 year old speech or language impaired counts ofchildren enrolled in separate classes. Youth counted under the publicseparate school facility category included youth in postsecondary vocationalprograms. Deaf-blind children served under Chapter 1 of ECIA(SOP) inpublic residential facilities were counted as multihandicapp.,d.

9. Kansas.!-In this State, resource room placements are considered regular clasFplacements; therefore, Kansas eStimated the counts of children in regular andresource room environments. The State estimated counts of private separateschool facilities, private residential facilities; and correctional facilities. TheState also estimated counts of mentally retarded children 6-11, 12-17 and 18-21 in separate schools and mentally retarded children ages 6=11, 12-17, and18-21 in public separate school facilities.

10 Louisiana--The State reported all children in homebound hospitalenvironmentt in the other health impaired category. Louisiana did notreport counts of children served in private residential facilities as in thisShlte thesechildren would be served in an LEA and included in othercounts.

11. Michigan--The State reported all estimated counts. The State combinedcounts of orthopedically impaired, autistic, and other health impaired; thedata were reported in the other health impaired category. The State alsoincluded counts of preprirnary impaired children with the counts of specificlearning disabled children.

1 . Mississippi--The State reported ettimated counts of 6-11 and 1217 year oldchildren in regular elaSses, resource rooms; separate classes, public separateschool facilities, private residential facilities, and home/hospital
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environments. Also, Mississippi combined counts of orthopedically impaired
and other health impaired children; the data were presented under the
orthopedically impaired category.

13. Montana--The State reported all estimated counts.

14. Nebraska--The State reported estimated counts of children attending regular
classes, resource rooms, separate classes, and public separate school
facilities.

15. NevadaThe State reported estimated total counts of children served in
regular classes and resource rooms.

16. Oklahoma--The State reported estimated counts of children served by age
and handicapping condition in the following environments:

regular classes;

resource rooms;

public scparate school facilities;

private separate school facilities; and

o private residential school facilities.

Tot ,. counts represented actual data.

1 7 Oregon--The State reported all estimated counts.

18. Pennsylvania--The State rcported all estimated counts. The counts for
specific learning disabled students include counts of brain damaged students.

19. Virginia--The State reported estimated counts of children served by age and
handicapping cendition in private separate school facilities and private
residential rooms in some elementary and secondary schools.

20. American Samoa--American Samoa h4s noncategorical resource rooms in some
elementary and secondary schools.

21. Bureau of Indiar Aff',irs--The Bur,au reported estiinated counts of children
served in resource rooms.

22. Guam--Most of the data reported by GUM was estimated.
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Tablet EDI and ED2 - Personnei Employed and Needed Tables

1. Alaska--The State reported all estimated counts.

2. CaliforniaThe State reported estimated personnel needed counts.

3. Connecticut--The State reported total counts of teachers needed for the
current school year which included counts of noncategorical teachers needed
for separate classes (1.6), resource room teachert (6.4), and
itinerant/consulting teachers (11.6).

4. Florida--The State combined counts of teachers of the hard of hearing with
counts of teachers of the speech or language impaired; the data were
presented under the speech or language impaired category. The State
reported students in the area of their major handicap; therefore, no teachers
of the multihandicapped were reported.

5. Georgia--The State included counts of teachers serving multihandicapped
children with counts of teachers serving the orthopedically impaired and
other health impaired.

HawaiiThe State included counts of 21 teachers of learning impaired
children with the counts of total separate class teachers employed. This
count was combined with teachers of the speech and language impaired. The
State combined teachers of the orthopedically impaired wi' teachers of the
other health impaired; the data were presented under e orthopedically
impaired category.

7. IllinoisIllinois reported counts of teachers serving other health impaired
children with counts reported in the orthopedically impaired category. The
State reported counts of teachers serving deaf-blind children in the deaf,
visually impaired, and multihandicapped categories. Also, Illinois included
orientation instructors, prevocational coordinators, and daily living skint
specialists (78.5) in the total count of personnel employed. Illinois included
cross7categorical teachers, orientation and mobility instructors, prevocational
coordinators, and daily living skills specialists (54) with its total counts of
personnel needed.

8. Indiana--The State reported estimated personnel needed counts.

9. Kansas--The State combined counts of teachers of the deaf with counts of
teachers of the hard of hearing; the data were presented under the hard of
hearing category. The State included counts of teachers of the deaf=blind
with counts of teachers of thr.: multihar:dicapped;_ the data were presented
under the multihandicapped category. Counts of work-study coordinators
were included in various teacher categories. Counts of recreational
therapists were included in the °the non-Lstructional staff category. Also,
Kansas subsumed counts of diagnostic staff in other undesignated categories.
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10. MaineThe State reported estimated personnel needed counts.

11. Maryland--The State included counts of other instructional staff (7.6) in
reported total counts of personnel needed .

i s

1 . Michigan;--All personnel employed counts were estimated. The State
combined counts _of teachers serving orthopedically impaired and autistic
children with counts of teachers serving other health impaired children; the
data were presented in the other health impaired category. Thc State used
the counts of perionnel needed for thc current year as an estimate of the
counts of personnel needed to improve services.

13. Minnesota--All vocational education teachers in Minnesota arc licensed to
provide instruction to handicapped children. No data were available of the
number of vocational teacher actually serving thc handicapped students.

1. Mississippi--The -.tate reported all estimated counts. The State combined
coUntt of tcachcrs serving orthopedically impaired children with counts Of
teachers serving other health impaired children; the data were pre,ented
under the orthopedically imraircd category.

15. Missouri--The State reported estimated coulic- of teachers needed by
handicapping condition for the current school year.

16. Montana=-The State reported only total counts because its service delivery
model is noncategorical.

17. Nebraska--The State reported ettimated counts of teak-hers serving mentally
retarded and specific learning disabled children. Nebraska included counts of
teachers serving orthopedically handicapped children with counts of teachers
Serving specific learning disabled children; +tie data were preSented in the
Specific learning disabiled category. Nebraska does not certify or report
teachers of the health impaired, deaf-blind, and multihandicapped.

18. New Mexic0=-The State reported estimated counts of teachers employed by
handicapping condition served. New Mexico included countS of Speech
therapists (361.'6) and orientation and mobility instructors (10.24) in itS total
personnel employed count. The State included counts of orientation and
mobility teachers and speech therapists within total counts of personnel
needed.

19 NeW York--Counts of teachers of the deaf-blind were included with other
unspecified counts.

20. Ohio--The State reported all estimated counts.

21. Oklahoma--The State reported estimated counts of teachers.
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22. Oregon--The State reported estimated counts of teachers. They also
reported estimated counts of vocational education teachers, counselors, and
other noninstructional staff. The State included counts of all vocational
education teachers as data are not collected on the number of vocational
teachers who teach only special education children.

2 . Pennsylvania--The State reported all estimated counts. The counts of
teachers of leak ;ling disabled children included teachers serving brain
damaged chiidren.

24. Rhode Isivai--The State reported all estimated counts.

25. South Dakota--The State did not report teacher counts by handicapping
condition served becaus.t its service delivery pattern is noncategorical. The
State reported estimated counts of teacher aides needed.

26. Tennessee--The State reported estimated counts of teachers.

27. VermontThe State reported estimated counts of employed vocational
education teachers, physical education teachers, psychologists, school social
workers, occupational the.fapists, audiologists, and teacher aides.

28. Virginia--The State reported estimated counts of teachers. Counts of staff
other than teachers were actual counts.

29. Washington--The State reported all estimated counts.

30. Wisconsin--The State reported estimated counts of teachers needed to
improve services by handicapping condition served.

31. BIA--Placement in private schools through thc BIA is by cost reimbursable
contract. Personnel data for BIA on private schools are not included.

32. Guam--Guam reported estimated counts of employed teachers serving mentally
retarded, multihandicapped and specific learning disabled children. Guam
reported estimated counts of personnel necded for the current school year.

Table EE1 - Exiting Table

1. Alaslca--The State rcportcd all estimated data.

2. Calif ornia--The State reported estimated counts.

3. Colorado--The State combincd counts of orthopedically impaired and othcr
health impaired; the data were presented in the orthopedically impaired
category.
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4. Delaware--The State reported some estimated counts of mentally retarded,
emotionally disturbed, learning disabled, and hard of hearing children.

5. Florida--The State reported all estimated counts. Also, no data for
multihandicapped children were provided because the State does not use this
classification.

6. Georgia--The State reported all estimated counts.

7. Hawaii--The State reported estimated data by basis of exit for each age.
Total counts were actual counts.

8. Illinois--The State reported estimated counts of children exiting the
educational system.

9. Indiana--The State reported all estimated counts.

10. Kansas--The State reported all estimated counts.

11. Maine--The State reported total counts of anticipated services only; counts
for individual ages were not available.

12. Maryland--The State assumed that all students 20-21 years of age who exited
received a county certificate of completion of IEP; the State does not offer
a certificate. In addition, a 4 percent drop-out rate, based on the average
State drop-out percentage, was used.

13. Michigan--The State reported all estimate counts.

14. Minnesota', he State reported all estimated counts

15. Mississippi--The State reported all estimated counts.

16. MissouriThe State reported &11 estimated counts.

17. NehraskaThe State reported all estimated counts.

i E. Nevada--The State reported all estimated counts.

19. New Hampshire--The State included children whose parents
education services with counts of children dropping out.

20. New Jersey--The State reported all estimated counts.

21. New Mexico--The State reported all estimated counts.

refused special

22. New York--The State reported all estimated data. New York reported total
counts by basis of exit and handicapping condition only; counts by age were
not available.
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23. Ohio--The State roorted all estimated counts.

24. Oregon---The State p,ported all estimated counts.

25. Pennsylvania--The State reported all estimated countS.

26. Rhode Island--The State reported all estimated counts.

27. Tennessee--The State was unable to report counts of students exiting the
Syttem by basis of exit; counts by age and handicapping condition were
reported.

28. Virginia--The State reported all estimated counts.

29. WaShingtonThe State reported all estimated counts.

30. American Samoa--American Samoa reported all estimated data. No data were
reported for exiting resource students.

31. BIA--The Bureau reported all estimated counts.

32. GuamGuam reported all estimated counts.

Tables EF1 and EF2 - Anticipated Services Tables

L Alaska--The State reported all estimated counts.

2. CaliforniaThe State reported estimated counts.

3. Delaward-_-The State reported several estimated .:.aunts of mentally retarded,
emotiOnally disturbed; and learning disahed children.

4. FloridaThe State reported all estimated cour. Also, no data for
multihandicapped children were provided because the State does not use this
classification.

S. Georgia--The State reported all estimated counts.

6. Hativaii==The State reported all estimated counts.

7. Illinois--Illinois was unable to provide countS Of anticiPated services needed
by exiting children by age or type of service; only total counts of children
for whom services were anticipated were reported.

Indiana--The State reported all eted counts.
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9. Kansas--The State rcported all estimated counts.

11. KentuckyThe State reported estimated counts of anticipated services needed
by exiting children.

12. MaineThe State reported total counts of anticipated services only; counts
for individual ages were not available.

13. MichiganThe State reported all estimate counts.

14. MinnesotaThe State reported all estirnated counts.

15. MississippiThe State reported all estimated counts.

16. MissouriThe State reported all estimated counts.

17. Nebraska--The Statc reported all estimated counts.

18. Nevada--The State reported all estimated counts.

19. New Hampshire--The State was unable to report counts of ilticipated
services for students exiting the e 'ucational system.

20. New JerseyThe State reported all estimated counts.

21. New MexicoThe State reported all estimated counts.

22. New York--The State reported all estimated counts. New York reported
total counts of anticipated services by handicapring condition only, counts
by age were not available.

23. Ohio--The State reported all es6mated counts.

24. Oregon--The State reported all ectimated counts.

25. Pennsylvania--The State reported all estimated counts.

26. Rhode IslandThe State reported all estimated counts.

27. Tennessee--The State was unable to report counts of children for whom
,"ervices were anticipated.

28. Virginia--The State reported all estimated counts.

29. V,:ashingtonThe State reported all estimated counts.
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30. American SamoaAmerican Samoa reported all estimated counts.

31. BIA--The Bureau reported 3 11 estimated counts.

32. Guam--Guam ;eported all estimated counts.

Table EG1 - Improved Services Tables

I. Alaska--The State reported all estimated counts.

2. Arkansas--The State reported all estimated counts based on percentages of
children served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B on December 1,
1984.

3. CaliforniaThe State was unable to report counts.

4. Connecticut--The State was unable to report counts.

5. Colorado--The State reported all estimated counts.

6. Delaware--The State reported estimated c, lits for the following:

mentally retarded children (6-11, 12-17, and 18-21 years old);

hard of hearing children (6-11 and 12-17 years old);

speech or language impaired children (6-11 years old);

visually handicapped children (3-5 years old);

seriously emotionally disturbed children (3=5, 6-11; 12-17, and
18=21 years old);

orthopedically impaired children (6-11, 12-17, 18-21 years
old);

other health impaired children (12-17 years old);

specific _leariiing disabled children (6-11, 12=17, 18-21 yearS
old); and

multihandieapped children (18-21 years old).

Also, total counts were estimated.

7. District of Columbia--The District reported all estimated counts.
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8. FloridaThe_ State reported all estimated counts. Florida's reporting system
counts children_ in the area of major handicap; therefore, no counts of
multihandicapped children are reported. Also, Florida combined counts of
hard of hearing children with counts of speech or language impaired
children; the data were presented under the speech or language impaired
category.

9. GeorgiaThe State reported all estimated counts based on averages of the
first four months school attendance data for 1984-85 as reporttA by LEAs to
the Georgia Department of Education.

10 HawaiiThe State reported all estimated counts. Counts of learning
impaired children were included with counts of speech or language impaircd
children.

11. Illinois--The State was unable to report counts:

12. Indiana--The State reported all estimated counts.

13. KansasThe State reported all cstimatcd counts.

14. Kentuck!, hc State reported all estimated counts.

15. Louisiana--The State reported all estimated counts.

16: MaineThe State reported all estimated countS.

17. Michigan--The State reported all estimated counts.

18. Mississippi--The Statc rcportcd all estimated counts.

19. Missouri--The State reported all cstimatcd counts.

2( Montana--The State reported all estimated counts.

21. Nebraska7-The State rcportcd all estimated counts. Nebraska combined
counts of multihandicappcd children with counts of deaf-blind and othcr
health impaired children; the data wcrc prcscntcd under thc multihandicapped
category.

22. New HampshireThe State was unable was unable to rcport counts of
students in need of improved services.

23. New Jersey--The Statc reported all estimated counts.

14. Ncw YorkThe State reported all estimated counts.
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Pennsylvania--The State .:ported all estimated counts. Pennsylvania included
counts of brain damaged children with counts of specific learning disabled
children.

26. Rhode IslandThe State reported all estimated counts.

27. Smith Carolina--The State reported all estimated cOtintS.

28. American Samoa--American Samoa reported all estimated counts; A.merican
Samoa included 50 6-11 year old r.)ncategorical children and 50 12-17 year
old noncategorical children in its total counts of children in 'iced of
improved services.

29. BIA--The Bureau reported all estimated counts.

30. Guam--Guam reported all estimated counts.

Table Eul - Expenditure Table

L AlabamaThe ,'7:t.ate reported estimated expenditures for special education ar.
related services from Federal; State, and local sources.

2. Alaska--Thfc: State reported estimated expenditures for special education and
related services from Federal, State, and local sources.

3. Arizona--The State reported total expenditures only. Arizona was unable to
separate expenditures for special education and related services.

4. Arkansas--The State_ reported estimated expenditures for special education
and related services from Federal and local sources.

5. CaliforniaThe State reported estimated expenditures for special education
and related services from Federal, State, and local sources.

6. Colorado--The State reported estimated expenditures for special education
and related services from Federal, State, and local sources.

7. Connecticut--The Sttl'e reported total expenditures only. Connecticut was
unable to separate expenditures for special education and related services.

8. Delawar,..--The State reported estimated expenditures for special cducation
and related services from Federal, State, and local sourccs.

Columbia-=The District reported all nonfederal expenditures as
State expenditures.
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10. Flor_idaThe State reported eStimated eXpenditUres for special education and
related services from Federal, State, and local sources.

12. Geo:giaThe Stite reported estimated expenditures for special education and
related service s from Federal, State, and local sources.

H4waiiThe State reported all nonfederal expenditures as State expenditures.
Hawaii reported estimated expenditures for related servicet and t- ;11
expenditures from State sources.

14. Idaho--The State reported estimated expenditures for special education and
related Services from Federal, State; and local sources.

15. IllinoiS=-The State reported total expenditures only. Illinois was unable to
separate expenditures for special education and related tervicet. Total local
expenditures were an estimated count.

16. Indiana--The State reported estimated expenditures for special educa ,

related services from Federal; State, and local sources.

17. Kansas--The State reported estimated total expendituret only. ExpeilL. Jr-CS
for special education and related services could not be Sepr_ rated.

18. Kentucky7The state rePOrted estimated expenditures for special education
and related Service§ flOin Federal; State; and bcal sources.

1 . LouiSianaThe State reported estimated expenditures for Special education
and related services from Federal, State, and local SOurceS.

20. Maryland--The State reported ettimated 3C13enditorus for special education
and related services from Federal, State; and local sources.

21 Mastachusett§The State reported estimated exy enditureS for -)ecial
education and related services from Federal, State, and Focal Sources.

22. Michigan--The State reported estimated expenditures for special education,
related services and total serviceS from Federal, State; and local sources.

23. MinnesotaThe State reported estimated expenditures for special education,
related SerVice§ and total services from Federal; State and local sources.

24. Missisc:ppiThe State reported estimated expenditures for special education
and related services at the State level. MisSitSippi could not determine
amounts expended from Federal and local Sources for related services.

2 . MissouriThe State combined State and Focal expenditures; the data were
presented in the State category. Missouri reported estimated expenditures
for related services from State and local funds.
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26. Mor:;.ana--The State reported estimated ,:xpenditures for special education
and related servic...;.; fron. Federal; State; and local sources.

27. Nevada--The State reported es;; na,ed expenditures for special education and
related services from Fedeial, : -Ind local sources.

28: New Hampsniie- Th:' State reported total expenditures only; expenditures for
special education and related services could not be separated.

2 . New JerseyThe St ; c.,-ted estimated expenditures for special education
and related services from 1.,:ieral, State, and local sources:

3 . New Mexico--The State combined State and local expenditures; the data were
presented in the State categor%,. New Mexico rer --ted estimated
expenditures for special educatio ,i. and related services from and local
sources.

31. New York--The State reported estimated to:ill expenditures only; expenditures
cor special education and related services c:ould not be separated. Als , New
York did not include expenditures for 3,536 children in pr rarns operated by
State agencies other than the New York State Department of Education in
its estimates.

32 North D Aa--The State repoi ted estimated expenditures for special
education and related sc vices from Federal; State; am: local sources:

33. Ohio--The State reported estimated expenditures for spe(i:1 education and
re, zed services from Federal, State, and local sources.

34. Oklahoma--The St'..-e reported estimaLed expenditures .c.; ;pecial e ucation
and related services from Federal, State, and local sources.

35. Oregon-Jhe State reported actual total expenditures in millims;
expenditures for special education and related services could not be
separated.

36. Pennsylvania--The State reported estimated expenditures for special education
and related services from Federal, State and local sources based on actual
expenditures.

37. Puerto Rico--Puerto Rico included all nonfederal expenditures in the ',tate
category.

38. Rhode Island--The State combined expenditures from State and local sources
and reported an estimated total. Also, Rhod:. Island reported only total
expenditures; expenditures for special education and related services could
not be separated.
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40 South Dakota-- rile State reported estimated expenditul es for special
education and related service§ from Federal, State, and local sources.

41. Tennetsee he State reported esti7:ated expenditureS for special education
and related services from Federal, State; and local sources

Texas--The State reported eStimated expenditures for special education and
related services from Federal, State, and local souices. Texas included all
State administered Federal special edut,ation expenditures in the Federal
cntegory; this category did not include expenLiture§ for State administration.
The State included all State fcuitOotion funds (less .a1 fund assignments)
expended in local schools and St...te general revenue atid available fvnds
expended in special schools and ccirimunity centers f,. 11;Indicarmed students
in the State cateqory. The State category did not irr -.:dr xpended for
residential costs or State administration. Also, 1 local fund
asSignmentS for State foundation funds; local s. nilene'ent for State
funded personnel and local cornmun:ty resources in the Local eetegory.

41 UtahThe State reported total expenditures only; expenditures for special
education anc :clatcd scivies could not be separa,,A.

44. VermontThe State repo; fed esi mated expenditures for srcal education
and related services from local sources.

45. Virginid--TI State reported eStimated expenditures for special education and
related services from Federal, State, alid local sources.

46. Washirgton--The State reported estimated expenditures for special education
and related services from Federal, State, and local sources. Also,
Washington reported estimated total expenditures -n State and Local

47, Wett irginiaThe St: reported estimated e xpenditures for special
education and related services from Federal, State, '1 local sources.

48: WisconsinThe State repotted estimated expenditures for special education
and related services febdi Federal, State, and local sources.

4 . Wyoming-The State reported estimated expenditureS for special education and
related services from Federal, State, and local sources.

50 Bureau of Indian AffairsThe Bureau reported estimated expenditures based
on actual expenditures for special education and related services from
Federal sources.

51 GuamGuam rePorted all estimated expenditures for special education and
relved services. All nonfederal expenditures were reported as State
expenditures.

E-157
662



APPENDIX E SPECIAL STUDIES CONTRACTS

F-1
C613



EVALUATION OF THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT

This appendix summarizes the specific evaluation activities supported by
Special Studies monies from 1976 through 1983. Thc studies have been designed
to provide information eoncerninf, the impact and effectiveness of the EHA as
described in the feurth chapter of this zport requested by Congress.

Title

Special Studics_Contracts

Contractor an .1 Coritract Period
Contract Numbcr and Amount

Assessment of State
Information Capabilities
under P.L. 94-142

Management Analysis 9/30/76 - 9/30/77
Center (MAC), Inc. $298,840

Cambridge, MA
300=76=0562

Descripf- ''r-te purpose of this study was to determine the States'
capacities I ond to the new reporting r:Aq,iireinents Inherent in P.L. 94-
142. MAC analyzed the data requirert. nts in 0-- Iv; and the reporting
forms being developed :)y program staff. After %,isiting 27 States to test
neir capacity to respond. MAC reported on State c macity to provide

information in four categories: children, personnel. facilities. Loid resources.
They found ';1pacity was relatively high in the first category and dec_reased
across the remaining_ categories. They recommended deleting requirements
for fiscal data, since States could not respond adequately to such reqpcsts.

Development of a Sampling
Procedure for Validating
Statc Counts or 14andicap-
ped Children

SRI International
Menlo Park, CA

300-76-0513

10/1/76 = 9/30/77
$267,790

Description: The purpose of thiS study was to develop a sampling plan and a
method that could be used by program staff to validate the State counts.
SRI International evaluated all previouy available data on thc incidence of
handicapped children and concluded that the data reported by States were at
least as accurate as other data sources. if not more so. SRI concluded that
procedures to validating the information should be incorporated into the
counting proredures themselves. SRI developed a handbook showing States

te Ct this:
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SpecialStu-dies Contracts

Title
Contractor and Contract Period
Contract Number and Amount

3, An Analysis ot Categori-
cal Definitions, Diagnds-
tio_Me_thods; Diagnostic
Criteria; and Personnel
Utiliiition in the Classi-
fication of Handicapped
Children

Council for
Exceptional Children

Reston, VA
300-76-0515

10 1/76 9/30/77
$110.904

PocriDGen: The purpose of this study was to determine the 1extëñt towhich State policies (a) provided for services to children with disabilities
other than those provided for under EHA-B, or (b) usea varying definitions
or eligibility criteria for the same ategories of children. CEC found thatneither of the types of children served nor Cie eefinitions varied widely.
However, there were some instanceS in which eligibility criteria did vary.

4. Implementation of the David Nero
Indiviival Education & Associat2s
Program Portland, r.;.&`

300-74-79i)

9/30/76 - !2/30/77
$433,000

12z-t: The purpose of this study was to estimate the oifficulty of
implementing the IEP provision of the Act. The work was performed by
Nero and Associates and by internal staff. Fou States were visited and avariety of individuals affected by the Act were interviewed. The stud,:revealed that (a) similar concernS were identified both in States that already
had provisions and in those that did tt,,t, and (b) similar concerns Were
raised by both special education and regular teachers. The finding§ were
used to design teclical assistance and inservice training programs.

5. Analysis of State Data Team Associates 9/29/76 - 9/11/77
Wl..thington, D.C. $192,698

300=76-1,540 9,1 2/77 - 6/30/78
$175,396

..;LcAp-: The purpose of this study was to analyze data already available
from the States. The work was performed by TEAM Associates and byinternal staff. The State data ccntained all numerical information required
in the Act well As extensive information on policies and proceduret.
Analysis ie information contained in these State documents and
informatior. tained from Special Studies form thc bac one of the Annual
RtDOrt tO ConEr01.
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Special Studies Contracts

Title
Contractor an,
Contract Number

Contract Period
and Amount

6. Longitudinal Study of SRI International
the Im Pact of P.L. 94=14.2 Menlo Park, CA
on a_ Select Number of 300-78-0030
Local Educational
Agencies

1/16/77 9/16/78
$197,707

9/16/78 9/15/79
$566,838

9/15/79 - 1:/28/81
$498,112

2/28/81 - 10/33/81
$249,993

11/1/81 12/15/82
$250,006

Description: The purpose oi this study was to follow a small sample of
schor' over a 5 year period to observe their progress in

Because Congress asked that fhe annual report
de ss in implemeatation, this in-depth study of processes was

_1 complement the National trends reported by States. In thiS
:Audy, .1 International descrit, d the implementation process for the school
districts and identified problem ,:.reas.

7. Criteria for Quality Thomas Buffington 5/19/77 - 2/28/79
Associates $395,162

Washington, D.C.
300-77-0237

Description: This Study was designed to lay the groundwork for future
studies of the quality and effectiveness of P.L. 94-142's implementation. It
was conducied by internal staff with the assistance of Thomas Buffington
Associates. The stilly focused on four principal requirements of the law:
provision of due process, least restrictivs placements, individualized
education programs and prevention of erroneous classification. The study
solicited 15 potition papers an evaluation approaches for each requirement
for LEA self=studN lides. Four monographs addressing the evaluation of
these four proviSions of the law were produced. Each monograph includes
the relevant papers and a review by a panel of education practitioners.
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5-oecial-StUdies Contracts

Tiqe
Contractor and Cnntract Period
Contract Number and Amount

8. National Survey of Research Triangle 1/16/77 "/16/78Individualized Education Institute (R fI) $197,707Programs Research Triangle 10/1/28 = 9/30/79
Park, NC $661,979
300-77-0529 10/1/79 - 10/30/80

$125,181

asziktign.: The purpose of this _study wa ,. detertninc the natuie andquality of the individualized education !"-'327,rarns being designed forhandicapped chitdren. These prograint are at the heart of the Service
delivery system, and the Congress asked for a survey of them. RTI Spentthe 1977-78 school year designing a sampling plan and information gatheringtechniques. Data collected in school year 1978=79 provided descriptiveinformation about IEP documents; The study found that 95 percent ofhandicapped children have IEPs. Most IF-Ps meet minimal requirements ofthe Act, dicept for the evaluation component.

9. A_Descriptive Study of Roy Littlej.-
Teacher CQncerns Said to Associates
Be Related to P.L. 94142 Washington, D.C.

7/9/26_ = 10/30/78
$328,758

gragriktica The purpose of this study was to assrgs the array of concernsraised by teachers regarding the effectS of the Act on their professionalresponSibilities. Several concerns were raiked_by teachers during the courseof the FY 76 study on the implementation of the individualited educationProgram, and several have been raised by National teachere organization.Roy Littlejohn & Associates,organized the concerfit into general types andanalyzed the relationships between these categorieS of concerns and therequirementS of the Act. They visited sik chool_ districts to analyze indetail a Sinall number of examplet. Recommendations were made for schooldistricts to provide teachers with more information about P.L 94=142.



5fleeta-1-Stu4ies-C4ntracts

Contractor and Contract Period
Title Contract Number and Anlount

10. Case Study of the imple-
mentation of P.L 94-142

Education Turnkey 9/30/77 - 5/31/79
Systems $484,452

Washington, D.C.
300-77-0528

Description: _ The purpose of this study was to assess the first year of
implementation of the Act. Education Turnkey Systems observed nine Jocal
school systems during the 1977-78 school year and the iirst half of the
1978-79 school year to determine how priorities were established and how
implementation decisions were made at each level of the administrative
hierarch). P.L. 94-142's implementation was observed to be well under way
at each LEA despite -varying levels of resources and organizational
differences among sites. Problem areas were identified.

11. Clarif:cation of PJ.;;.94-
142 for the Classroom
TrIcher

Research for P Otter 10/1/77 - 1/31/78
Schools $24;767

Philadelphia, PA
300=77=0525

psIgnakism: The purpose of this project was to
w;th am:rate information about P.L. 94-142 and its
classtcoms. A field-tested guide entitled . .

classr, m_Teacher was produced_ by Research for Better Schools for this
Purpose. The guide contain& (1)_a self-evaluation pretest; (2) an explanation
zl the law, its background; purpose; and major provisions; (S) questions most
f:equently asked by teachers about 1:%L 94-142 and their answers; (4)
activities to help classroom teachers prepare themselves and their students
for implementation of the law; and (5) two appendices, one containing the
P.L. 94=142 regulations, and the other an annotated bibliography.

provide regular teachers
probable effects on their

wu-ma

12. Study for Determining
W.- Least Restrictive
EIronment Placement
of Handicapyd Children

Applied Manavment 9/12/78 - 1/10/80
Sciences (AMS) $369,770

Silvmr Sprina. MD
300-78-04i.

Deter-int-inn: The purpose of this study was to investigate the rules or
critc:ia used by the courts and States' he3ring officers to determine the
placement_; of hsndicapped Llhildren, the guila- given by States to school
districts in making ?latemunt decisions; anc '. the actual _placement procedures
nsed by whool dist, icts. 11.o.-.ment decision :uxs and tnttrpretations of the
Act': :east restrictiNe envirowne.tt requiretrtnt v.:;re compared across arenas.
7xemp4ary p actices at tht :e; tcational agency levels were



Special Stvc1:1,,, on tracts

Title
Contractor and C act Pcri,
Contract Number and \ muui

13. Special Teens aild Parents: ABT Associates, Inc.
Study of P.L. 94-142's Washington, D.C.
Impact 300=78=0462

10/i 30/79
$47,220

10/1/79 - 9/30/80
$53,687

Description: This case study was:originally intended to continue for 5 yearS
but was terminated at the end of the_second year because of a cutback in
Spetial Studies:money. The study examined the impact of P.L. 94=142 onlearning disabled secondary students and their familiet. For four
requirements of the law-protection_ in evaluation, individtialiied education
programs; least restrictive environment, and_procedural saftguards!--the study
investigated how the requirements were implemented by the secondary school
special education program, the impact of the School PrOgram and practices
on the studcnts, and the implications of the exPariences of the students for
those concerned with the education of learning disabled adolescents.

14. Activist Parents and Their
Disabled Children:
Study of P.L. 94-142's
Impact

10/1/ = 9/30/79
for Research (l__(.1 3,641

Cambridge, MA 10/1/7,; - 2/30/80
300-78-0463 $63;374

. .Peseription: This case study was originally intended to continue for 5 years
but was terminated at the end of the second year because of a cutback in
Special Studies money. The study focused_ on parents who rcsponded
energetically to the invitation to activism offered by P.L. 94=142, and
examined the benefits _of parent _activism for the child. Effective strategies
were identified and the history of theii development deScribed. The cost of
parental involvement was described in emotional and economic terms, and
program benefits to children were shown.
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Sbecial

Title
Contractor and Contract Period
Contract Number and Amount

15 The Quality of Educational
Services: S'Icly of
P.L. 94-I42's Impact

Huron Institute
Cambridge, MA

300-78-0465

10/1/78 9/31/79
_ $51,239

10/1/79 - 8/31/80
$60,000

-r-gtin: This case study was originally intended to continue for 5 years
but was terminated at the end of thc second year because of a cutback in
Special Studies money. The study examined the extent to wisich school
district implementation or 13_-.L. 94-142 results in quality educa:ional services
to the handicapped child and the consequences to the child and family. The
first year focused on entry into special education during the preschool years;
the emotional consequences of the diagnostic process; parentzt! zcarion
about P.L. 94-142, and early programming for preschoolers. The :,c:,,nd year
focused on factors that influence mutual adaptation between :ass:. ses and
school staff.

16: Children with ;...4fferent
Handicapping Conditions:
Study of P.L. 94-I42's
Impact

Illinois State
University

Normal. IL
300-78-0461

9/1/78 - fl

9/1/79 - 8,,
$55;295

Description: This case study was originally intended to continue for 5 years
but was terminated at th end of the second year because of a cutback in
Special Studies money. It focused on differences in the impact of P.L. 94-
'42 implementation on children with various handicapping conditions ao.:
their families. The study looked at the consequences to families from five
theoretical perspectives and related these to the provir'sons and
implementation of the Act

17. Institutional Responses
and Consequences: Study
of P.L. 94=142's Impact

High/Scuoe Educational 10/1/78 - 9/30/79
Research Foundation £0,387

Ypsilanti,MI 10/1/79 - 9130/80
300-78-0464 556,228

Description: Description: This case study was originally intended to
continue for 5 years but was terminated at the end of the second year
because of a cutback in Special Studies money. The study invesCiated the
relationship of sepool district responses to P.L. 94-142 to handicappcd child
and family outcomes, such as self-concept, social skills and competencies,
aademic achievement, and economic activity.
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SPecial Studies Contracts

Title
Contractor and
Contract Number

Contract Period
and Amount

18. Project to Provide Decision Resourcrc
Technical Assistance in Corporation
Data Analysis Washington, D.C.

300-78-0467

300=82=0001

300-84-0246

10/1/78 - 9/30/79
$142 614

10/1/79 - 9/30/80
$199,714

10/1/80 - 5/31/81
$ 89;919

10/1/82 - 9/30/83
$125,071

10/1/83 - 10/31/84
$144,171

10/1/84 = 9/30/85
$196,632

10/1/85 -- () 30/86
$148,564

10/31/87
$215 '797

Description: The purpose of this p;oieet_is to analyze data already available
frc..: States. The work is being performed by Decision Resources and by
internal staff. State data available to OSEP annually contain all numerical
information required in the Act as well as extenSive information on policies
and procedures._ Analysis of the State data it conducted throughout the ycar
for dissemination to the field and for inclusion in the Annual Report to
Congress.

19. Identification of Future
Trendt "in the Provision
Of SerVices to Handicap-
ped Students

Newtek Corporation
Reston, VA

300-78-0302

6/1/78 9130/78
$10,000

Description: This project was designed to_ provide information On potentialfuture changes in values; economics; social institutions, technolOgy, and
medicine that may affect the provision of services to handicapPed children.
Iti 1978; Newtek Corporation held a conference_ with eiPertS in the five
areas who discussed the trends in their areas and the hr 'ications of those
trends for the handicapped with panel merribers representi.._ various aspects
of services to the handicapped. :AlthoUgh in many cases the projected trends
were too speculative to guide policy-making, the conference highlighted some
potentially important trends about which policy-makers should be AwAre. A
Surnmary of the conference was published in Fog_u_s____n--ExcebtiOnh-ildren.
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Special Studies Contracts

Title
Contractor and
Contract Number

Contract Period
and Amount

20. A Project to Develop BEH Planning and Human 5/1/78 - 12/15/78
Waiver Requirernents, Systems, Inc. $64;500
Procedures. and Criteria Washing_ton,P.C.

30078=0128

Description: States that provide clear and ,:onvincing evidence 1thãt all
handicapped children have a free appropriate iublic education aVailable to
them may receive a partial waiver of the law's fiscal nonsupplant
requiretnent. A 6 month study was undertaken by Planning and Hurnan
SyStemi. in Vrq ta develop guidelines to be used in reviewing a State's
request for It waiver. The guidelines were developed based on (1) an
evaluation of experience& in cond,Icting a review of a_ requett by
Massachusetts for a waiver in 1978; (2) infor-lation provided by Fedei al,
State, and loc 1 agencies and hy State consumer; advocacy; and professional
assnciation.,, and (3) a review of monitoring procedures used by w'ler
Federal agencies.

2 . A Study to Evaluate
Procedures_Undertaken to
Prevent Erroneous Class-
fication r.-;;.' Handicapped
Children

Applied Management
Science& (AMS)

Silver Spring; MD
300-79-0669

10/1[79 9130/80
$200,403

10/1/80 - 9/30/81
$480,092

10/1/81 - 9/30/82
$179,906

10/1/32 3/31/83
$ 37,310

Descri-tion: This study focused on describing LEA procedures for
g, assessing, and placing students to determine whether procedures
lce to prew.nt the erroneous classification of children, particularly
,--ation on the bajs of race or cuRure. _AMS collected data from

t in 100 School districts and reviewed selected documents for
10,0U-0 individual studentL Five topics were addressed: _(a) the eXtent to
which LEAs use evaltaA;vz. data smch as adi ptive behavior and classroom
observations in their asstssments; (b) a comparison of evaluation procedures
for minority and nonmi l. rty students; (c) assessment training needs as
identified by the respond,:r., (Li) the extent to which school staff members
document evaluation decisi and (e) the extent to which school systems
have students waiting to be cstaluated.
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Title
Contractor and Contract Period
Contra, t Number and Amount

22. Survey of Special
Education Services

Rand Corporation 10/1/80 - 9/30/81
Santa Monica, CA $225;402

300-79=0733

Description: The purpose of this study was to survey and describe the
services provided by school districts and the number and nature of servicesactually received by handicapped children. As a result of cutbacks LiSpecial Studies money, this contract was terminated at the end of the firstyear.

23 Study of Student Turn- SRI International
over Between Special and Menlo Park, CA
Regular Education 300-79-0660

10/1/79 - 3/31/81
$220,299

Desointion: The purpose of this study was to provide information about
student Slow between special and regular education. SRI International (I)described the characteristics of children leaving special education and thereasons for their departure, 02) identified the extent to which handicappedchildren transfer Successfully into regular education programs, and (3)identified children who may receive treatment of short duration andtherefore may not be receiving services when Federal counts are taken.

24. Legal Conference on Federation for
the Surrogate Parent Children with
Requirement Special Needs

Boston, MA
310-1-76-BH-02

5/1/79 - 8/31/79
$35,358

po-gthlti: This project investigated the legal iSSues surrounding P.L. 94=142'S Striogate parent requirement and dicOlored as many approaches aSpotSible for responding to these issues. The Federation for Children withSPedial Needs held a conference in July 1979 that included four Staterepresentatives who are involved in the legal aspects of implementing theparent surrogate requirements; two persons from National organizations, andrepresentatiVet from the General Counsel's- Office of HEW, the JusticeDepartinent, and program staff. Information provided at this conference,information reported by several States on their experience in implementingthe parent surrogate requirement, and independent legal research Were usedas a basis for analyzing the issues involved. The analysis was used toreview the need for policy clarification.
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Contractor and Contract Period
Contract Number and Amount

25 Analysis of State and
Local Implementation
Efforts

Newtek Corporation
Reston, VA

300-79-0722

10/1/79 = 5/15/80
$31,854

DescriztiQn: This study was designed to provide information on the
budgetary factors at State and local levels that affect the implementation of
P.L. 94-142. The study, L;onducted by Newtek Corporation, investigated the
special education budgetary process at the State level and examined in detail
budgetary processes in four LEAs selected on the basis of demography. A
guidebook was produced describing the Federal funding process for P.L. 94-
142 as well as State and local special education funding processes.

26. q!ate/Local Communication
Network for Exploring Criti-
cal Issues Related to
P.L. 94-142

National Association
of State Directors
of Special Education
(NASDSE)

Washington, D.C.
300-79-0721

10/1/79 - 9/30/80
$159,175

10/1/80 - 9/30/81
$195,759

10/1/81 = 9/30/82
S151,320

10/1/82 9/30/83
$192,249

10/1/83 - 9/30/84
$183,505

10/1/84 = 9/30/85
$186,129

10/1/85 9/30/86
$195,051

10/1/86 - 9/30/87
$203,800

Des-cr-i-p-t-ign: The Forum project, conducted by NASDSE, provides a
communication network for local, State, and Federal levels. All 50 SEAs and
more than 100 LEAs are Forum participant& The project conducts analyses
of important issues and practices in SEAs and LEAs to assist OSEP in
providing technical assistance to the field as specified under Section 617 of
EFIA. The communication network provides OSEP a mechanism for obtaining
timely feedback on current and emerging trends related to issues and
practices in providing a free appropriate public education to all handicapped
children. Technical assistance is also given by the project to participating
SEAs and LEAs through the communication network.
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Title
Contractor and
Contract Number

Contract Period
and Amount

27. SEA/LEA Technical
Assistance Training

TRISTAR 10/1/79 - 9/30/80
University of North $875000

Carolina 10/1/80 = 9/30/81
Chapel Hill, NC $73,937

300-79-0661

In re_sponse to needs identified by SEAs and LEAs for
information in saecific areas of implementation of P.L. 94-142, OSEP funded
TRISTAR (a_ cooperative organization of the North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction, the University of North Carolina, and the Wake County
Public Schools) in FY 80 and FY 81. During its first year, TRISTAR
conducted two conferences for SEAs, LEAs, and the Regional Resource
Centers on problems and successful practices in the following areas: child
count, child find, individualized education programs, and interagency
cooperation. The contractor then provided follow-up technical assistance to
participants who requested it. In its second year, TRISTAR focused on
providing information to educational agencies on how to reduce adversarial
relationships between parents and schools. Technical assistance materials
were developed by the project, other resources were identified, and a
National topical conference was conducted in June 1980.
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Title
Contractor and Contract Period
Contract Number and Amount

Verification of Procedures Applied Management 10/1/79 - 8/31/80
to Serve Handicapped Children Sciences (AMS) $97.939

Silver Spring, MD 9/1/80 - 8/31/81
300=79=0702 $70,000

Description: This study had two components--an a&essrr!nt component and
a secondary component. The assessment component investigated three
processes that influence the timeliness with which a school system conducts
evaluations for students who have been identified as potentially handicapped-
-referral/screening, case coordination, and quality control. This component
of the study was conducted in the school districts of three cities of
moderate size. A total of 94 personnel involved with the evaluation process
participated in the study. The secondary component was conducted in two
phases. The first phase examined the class _schedules of 458 handkapped
students in 1 L public high schools _in two States for information concerning
the number and type of handicapped students who received services, they
type of coursework the students took, the extent to which they received
services in integrated settings, and the extent to which they received
services comparable to those of nonhandicapped students. The second phase
of the study involved the identification and documentation of promising
strategies for serving secondary handicapped students. Strategies were
grouped into the following topics: personnel utilization, special education
curriculum development, internal special education strategies, regular
education teacher preparation/support, special education student
preparation/support, and vocational options.

29. Special Study on Terminology SRA Technologies 5/21/84 2/21/85
Mountain_View, CA $209,670

300-84-0144

Description: This 9 month study was undertaken to respond to the data
requirements of Section 17 of P.L. 98-199 for a "Special Study on
Terminology." The purpose of the procurement was to conduct a review and

;ssment of the impact of the terms "seriously emotionally disturbed" (SED)
ana "behaviorally disordered" (BD), and their definitions on (a) the number
and type of children and youth currently being and anticipated to be served
in special and regular education programs, (b) identification, assessment,
special education and related services provided and the availability of such
services, (c) setting in which special education and related services are
provided, (d) attitudes of and relationships among parents, professionals, and
children and youth, and (e) training of professional personnel providing
special education services. Examples of SED children who are currently
effectively and ineffectively served were also provided. Thc Study will
culminate in a report which addresses all of the atwe da:a elements.
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30. Feasibility Study: SRI International
Longitudinal Study on Menlo Park, CA
a Sample of Handicapped 300-84-0258
Students

9/27184 9/27/85
$285,409

4/10/85 - 4/30/86
$212,103

6/3/85 - 4/30/86
$4U51

5/1/86 .-- 7/28/86
$100,000

7/29/86 - 10/15/86
$71,526

Description: This contract was developed in response to Section 8, P.L. 98=
199 which stipulates that a longitudinal study of a sample of handicapped
students be conducted as part of the mandated evaluation _effort to assess
the impact of P.L. 94-142. Due to the magnitude and importance of the
proposed 5 year_longitudinal ttudy, this 1 year feasibility study was awarded
to develop a conceptual framework, alternative study design plan, site
selection plan, student sampling plan, data collection instrumentation, data
analysis and reporting plan, and field test design and methodology.

31. Survey of Expenditures for
Special Education and
Related Services at State
and Local Levels

Decision Resources
Corporation

Washington, D.C.
300-84-0257

9/30/84 - 9/29/85
$505,309

9/30/85 - 9/29/86
$506,465

9/30[86 -= 9/29/87
$585,495

Total: $1,597,269

Description: This Congressionally mandated project will provide SEP with
detailed expenditure data and will provide SEAs and LEAs with precise
special education expenditure data with which to conduct program planning
and budgeting activities. Data will be collected on site from approximately
60 LEAs and 18 SEAs. Expenditure data will be collected by age, category,
and source of iunding for special education and related services. A key
component of this project is the development of a capacity, within selected
LEAs and SEAs, to make expenditure data available in a meaningful form.
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32 Technical Assistance to Research Management 4/30/85 - 5/30/87
State Educational Agencies Corp. $313,924
Participating In The State Falls Church, VA
Educational Agency/Federal 300=85-0098
Evaluation Studies Program

±igil& Section 6180)(3) _of P.L. 99-457 authorizes technical assistance
to be Provided to State agencies in the implementation of the design,
analysis; and reporting procedures of studies funded by the State Agency/
Federal Evaluation Studies Program. A 25-month contract was awarded to
Research Management Corporation to provide technical assistance to State
educational agencies participating in the program. Based upon the
contractor's needs assessment of each project's study proposal, State
educational agencies were offered consultation, critical analysiS of reports,
information Search, on-site technical assistance; and participation in a series
of invitational forums. Topies ranged from broad issues of _research
methodology, i.e., quasi-experimentation,_sampling, instrumentation, and case
study research; to more finite issues of participatory testing, survey
methodology, questionnaire development and rating scales. The final forum
focused on the dissemination and utilization of study results that emanated
from the twenty-one projects funded in 1984 and 1985. A final activity of
the contract is to prepare a synthesis report on the six 1984 studies that
evaluated the impact and effectiveness of educational services for learning
disabled children served within regular education.
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33. A Study of Programs of
Instruction for Hartdicapped
Children and Youth in Day
and Residential Facilities

Mathematica Policy 9/1/85 - 5/31/86
Research $208,987

Princeton, NJ 6/1/86 - 2/28/87
300-85-0190 $289,447

3/1/87 - 11/30/87

$253,631
12/1/87 =- 8/31/88

$190,810
9/1/88 - 2)28/89

$79,971

Total: $942,875

Description: This Congressionally mandated project will provide data on
(1) the characteristics of the populations served in State, private, and LEA-
operated day and residential schools operated exclusively or primarily for
persons with handicaps, (2) the characteristics of the instructional programs
offered to persons age 21 or younger in these facilities, and (3) the changes
that have occurred in the number and characteristics of these facilities since
the Office of Civil RightsSurvey of Special Purpose Facilities was conducted
in 1978-79. State and local procedures and practices which are designed to
improve instructional programs and to promote the educational opportunities
of handicapped children will also be identified.
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